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PREFACE
With an eye to the English reader, who knows, perhaps, little of logic and less in that case of Aristotle’s, I have tried in translating these texts to bring out the philosopher’s meaning as clearly as was in my power. How far I have succeeded in doing so, provided I interpret it rightly, the reader alone can determine. I cannot, in consequence, pretend that I literally translate the Greek, where it seemed that a literal translation would fail to achieve this main purpose. Some scholars may possibly object that at times I paraphrase Aristotle. I can in that case only plead that a more or less intelligible paraphrase does convey something to the reader, unlike strict adherence to the letter. Moreover, a literal translation might often repel English readers and read like some alien jargon, as well as in all probability demanding rather copious notes, which are foreign from the scope of this series.
The Greek text here printed is Bekker’s, except for some slight deviations that are noted at the foot of the page.
The short introduction that follows was submitted to the Provost of Oriel. I have to thank my friend and former tutor, Lt.-Col. A. S. L. Farquharson, for help and advice on certain points in regard to the meaning of the texts.
Η. P. C.
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Cambridge, 1934
ARISTOTLE THE CATEGORIES
INTHODL'CTION
Wiiat is the subject of the Catr^unei f In ordinary usage κ α Ti/yoftidy rendered in Kn^lish λα * category,* meant nothin# more than ' a pndicatr.* ThU meaning it seems highly probablr that it retain* in thU text. The ten categories, then, arc ten predicate*. What sort of predicates, however, and predicate* al»o of what ? Let us first raise another	here. If
we ask how Aristotle came by them, the critic» are not in agreement. 'Πιο following seem*, on the whole, the most plausible \icw of the matter. * Aristotle,’ says Theodor (iomperz, * imagines * man standing before him, say in the Lyceum, ami p&vtcs in successive review the questions *hich may be put and answered about him. All the predicates which can be attached to that subject fall under one or other of the ten heads, from the supreme question : What is the object here perceived ? down to such a subordinate question, dealing with mere externalities, as : What has he on ? What equipment or accoutrements, e.g. shoes or weapons ? Other questions are concerned with his qualities and his sue (white, instructed in grammar, so many feet tall) ; under the head of relation (Related to what) come answers in which a term such as Greater or Ixrss, Handsomer or Uglier, implies a reference to an object or objects of comparison. The “ When ” ΰ> explained by a
INTRODUCTION
Yesterday or To-morrow, the Doing and Suffering by the sentences :	“ He is cutting or burning,”
“ He is being cut or burnt.” The enumeration is intended to comprise the maximum of predicates which can be assigned to any thing or being. A maximum, be it observed ; for it can hardly be by chance that the full number is found in only two passages of the work, while the two which are at once the most special and the least important, those relating to Having, or possession, and to Lying, or attitude, are in every other case passed over without mention. And indeed, what sense could there be in speaking of the possessions of a stone or a piece of iron, or of the attitude of a sphere or a cube ? We further observe that several others of the categories are often lumped together under the one name of “ Affections,” while others are collectively designated “ Motions.” ’ α Grote took a similar view. ‘ Now what is remarkable,’ he wrote, ‘ about the ninth and tenth Categories is, that individual persons or animals are the only Subjects respecting whom they are ever predicated, and are at the same time Subjects respecting whom they are constantly (or at least frequently) predicated. An individual person is habitually clothed in some particular way in all or part of his body ; he (and perhaps his horse also) are the only Subjects that are ever so clothed. Moreover animals are the only Subjects, and among them man is the principal Subject, whose changes of posture are frequent, various, determined by internal impulses, and at the same time interesting to others to know. Hence we may infer that when Aristotle
a Greek Thinkers (Eng. tr.), vol. iv. p. 39. ‘ A maximum,’ too, for a man, for a man might have no clothing on !
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lays down the Ton Categories, as Summa Genrrm for all predications which can be made nt»nut mny given Subject, the Subject which hr has w holly, or *1 le*%t principally, in his mind is an inithiriunl Man. W«* understand, then, how it is that hr doclar*** Habere and Jacerc to be so plain as to nrrd no further explanation. What is a man’s posture ? What i« his clothing or equipment ? nrc question* uederttood by every one.’ α
If the views thus expressed arc correct (end thcr seem to admit of no doubt) in regnrci to the sourer of the doctrine, wc can draw, I think, certain conclusions respecting the nature of the categories, m* they appear in this text, as distinct from other text* of Aristotle, and, at least, in their primary significance. They constitute the most general jiredicAtM &9Λ1ΚὉ able to one single subject. Hint subject can only be either an individual man or nn animal. Of any other subject >vhatever not all of them *re povtible predicates. They constitute, therefore, ' a maximum,’ as Theodor (iomperz well puts it. To certain other namable entities a number may, doubtlc»*, belong ; and, moreover, on a secondary view, at least one may belong to nil others. Wc may thu« describe everything existing a* a sulwtancc or quantity or quality or refer it to one of the other».
This latter point brings us, I think, to m common explanation of the doctrine. Dr. lti^s, for example, considers that ‘ the categories are a list of the widf^t predicates which are prcdicablc essentially of the various namable entities, i.e., which tell us what kinds of entity at bottom they arc.’ b If I understand
• Aristotle (ed. 2, 1*80), p. 79.
* Ar it tot 1s, p. 23.
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this statement correctly, this means that the ultimate answer to the question what is red is ‘ a quality,’ the ultimate answer to the question what space is or time is ‘ a quantity.’ On that view each namable entity falls under only one category, having one only for predicate. And surely one category only can tell us what a thing is ‘ at bottom.’ Now, a careful inspection of the text shows, I think, that this view is correct. Aristotle, in particular, of quantity enumerates several examples, such as time, space, speech, lines, solids, numbers. And if you were to ask what these are, then the ultimate answer to the question is4 quantities discrete or continuous.’ Moreover, he expressly reminds us that only some things, strictly speaking, belong to the category of quantity. This implies that all namable things can be classed under one or another. And the fact that he admits the possibility of a thing’s falling under two categories scarcely affects the main point. And this view is consistent with our statement that one of the categories, at least, will belong to each namable entity.
These contentions, I think, will hold good. Not, however, of the classification in its earliest form and significance. For nothing, indeed, in that case appears clearer, at least to my mind, than that all of the ten were envisaged as the predicates of one single subject. This is not to deny that the doctrine has additional aspects or meanings and that it might come to be made to serve purposes other than the primal and, possibly, far more important.
So, again, we may properly argue that one subject of our text is the meanings of * uncombined,’ * isolated words ' (or of terms as opposed to propositions) and the things signified by those terms. Thus the
5
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doctrine of the categories may serve jls a classification of such meanings. It is only again in regard to the primary sense of that doctrine that 1 do not quite follow Dr. Ross. ‘ It would seem,' eo he wiyt very briefly, ‘ that in its earliest form the doctrine was a classification of the meaning* of, i*. of the things meant by, “ uncombined wonU," in other words an inventory of the main Aspect* of reality, so far at least as language takes account of them. 4 This seems to me only to be true of the doctrine * In its earliest form,' if * reality ’ w taken as meaning an individual man or an animal.
Then the terms of the text ninkc it evident, as Gomperz has rightly observed, that the doctrine had a definite bearing, in the uses to which it wmi put, on the theory and practice of disputation—λ matter of small interest now. Otherw ise we should not find it dealing with the subject of dialectical questions.
That the subject of all the ton categoric* Ι» an individual man or an animal may be possibly due In some measure not only to actual observation of men in the market-place of Athens but also to Aristotle’· holding that the real is the concrete individual. And what better instance could he take with a view to illustrating his lectures than a Pinto, a Callias, λ Socrates, or (being possessed of some humour) some member of his logical classes ?
This view presupposes, of course, that the doctrine derives from Aristotle. Some scholars deny this or doubt it, supposing he found it ready-made and took it over complete from the Academy. Certain points may lend colour to this theory, among them the fact • Arutoth, p. 28.
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we have noticed, that some of the categories only appear to possess real importance or even come in for much notice. Any positive evidence in its favour it is difficult, however, to adduce. And the writings of Plato himself do not seem to lend any support to it.a
One objection to regarding the categories as predicates calls for brief notice. It is true, the first category is substance and so-called ‘ first substance ’ individual, and what is individual can never be, properly speaking, a predicate. But, if we ask what Plato is, then the answer we shall give in the long run as being the broadest about him is that he is ‘ a primary substance,’ a concrete and individual man. So in that sense ‘ first substance * is a predicate.
The text, On Interpretation, does not require much comment here. It was seemingly so called since language was regarded as interpreting thought. If we say that the Categories for subject has ‘ isolated/ ‘ uncombined terms,’ then this text has propositions, their theory, analysis and so on for subject and is specially concerned with developing the possible oppositions between them. The distinction between * true ’ and ‘ false * also naturally finds a place here. Propositions are called ‘ true ’ and ‘ false,’ a distinction without any meaning as applied to mere ‘ uncombined terms/ Aristotle assumes here that truth is a kind of correspondence Avith reality. Concepts are ‘ likenesses ’ of things. Propositions combine or separate them. They are true, when the things represented are similarly combined or separated ; they are false in the contrary cases. Apart from
e Failing positive evidence to the contrary, I take the traditional view that the first nine chapters of this text are the genuine work of Aristotle.
7
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what Aristotle soys or implies of the concept* thetn-selves, this is open to nil the objection* that arc valid against I^ckc and nlhcm. The reader may compare this from I,ooke : * Truth, then, iccmi to me, in the proper import of thr worth to siirnifn nothing but the joining or separating oj Signs, as the Things signified bp them do agree or disagree one srith another. Ήυ· joining <>r separating of et^n* here meant, b what by another name *e call proposition. So that truth ρκο|><τ1ν belong·* only to pmfxrtltions : whereof there nr<* two sort*. \i/. mental and verbal; λλ there nrr tun sorts of nip ns commonly mede u»e of, viz. ideas nnd wimU. *
• An l'.u<iv conremina Human Vndmtandinf, Hk. Ιτ.
C. 5.
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THE CATEGORIES
Summary of the Principal Themes
Ch. 1. The meaning of univocal, equivocal and derivative terms.
Ch. 2. Expressions are simple or complex.
Things are (1) asserted of a subject, (2) present in a subject, (3) both (1) and (2) or (4) neither (1) nor (2).
Ch. 3. Predicates of the predicate are predicable also of the subject.
Ch. 4. The categories stated in outline.
Ch. 5. Of Substance.
Primary and secondary substance defined. What is not primary substance is either asserted of or present in a primary substance. If primary substances did not exist, neither would anything else.
Of secondary substances species more truly substance than genus.
All species, not being genera, are substance in the same degree ; so are all primary substances.
No secondary substance other than genus and species.
Primary substance related to secondary substance and all other predicates as secondary substance to all other predicates.
9
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Neither primary nor secondary eulnUnce· present in a subject.
Primary substance individual, secondary *ub-stance λ qualification of the individual. Substances have no contraries.
Substances never ndmit of degree*.
The characteristic peculiar to fub*tance U that contrary qualities arc predicmblc of it. Ch. C. Of Quantity.
Quantity discrete or continuous.
The parts of some quantities have rrUtire positions, while the parts of other* hnvc not. Quantitative terms may be used of thing» other than quantity.
* Great,’ ' small * nnd similar terms not
quantitative but relative.
Quantities never ndmit of degrees.
The characteristic peculiar to quantity U that we predicate ' c<]UaI ’ anti ‘ unequal of it. Ch. 7. Of Relation.
Preliminary definition.
Some relatives have contraries.
Some relatives admit of degrees.
Every relative has a correlative.
The relative must have its proper name ; only so is the correlative evident. Necessity in certain eases for coining new names for the purpose.
Relatives usually come into being together. Exceptions in the case of perception and knowledge.
Primary substance never relative, neither any part of such substance.
Corrected definition of relatives.
10
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Impossible to know that a thing is relative, unless its correlative is known.
Ch. 8. Of Quality.
Qualities defined.
Their kinds :	(1) habits and dispositions,
(2) capacities, (3) affective qualities and affections, (4) shape, figure and so on.
Most qualities have contraries.
If one of two contraries is a quality, so is the other.
Most qualities admit of degrees.
The characteristic peculiar to quality is that we predicate ‘ like * and ‘ unlike ’ in reference to it.
Ch. 9· Of the remaining categories.
Ch. 10. Of the four classes of opposites : (1) correlatives, (2) contraries, (3) positives and privatives, (4) affirmation and negation.
Ch. 11. Further discussion of contraries with special relation to good and evil.
Ch. 12. The five senses of‘prior.’
Ch. 13. The three senses of ‘ simultaneous.’
Ch. 14. The six kinds of motion.
Ch. 15. The various meanings of ‘ to have.’
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ΑΡΙ2ΤΟΤΕΛΟΤ2 ΚΑΤΗΓΟΡΙΑ I
1 a I. 'Ομώνυμα λεγεται ών ονομα μόνον κόαρον, ο δε κατά τουνομα λόγος της ουσία? ετερος, οΐον ζώον ο τε άνθρωπος και το γεγραμμενον, τοιηων γάρ όνομα μόνον κοινόν, ό δε κατά τοιη·ομα λόγος της ουσίας ετερος· αν γάρ τις αποδίδω τι εστιν παντων εκατερω το ζωω €ΐναι, ίδιον εκάπρου λόγον αποδώσει, συνώΐ'υμα δε λεγεται ών το τε ονομα κοινόν καί 6 κατά τουνομα λόγος της ουσίας ο αυτός, οΐον ζώον ό τε άνθροτπος και ό βονς. ο γάρ άνθρωπος καί ό βοΰς κοινψ όνόματι προσ-αγορεύεται ζώον, καί ό λόγος δε της ουσίας ο ίο αι/τό?* εάν γάρ άποδιδώ τις τον εκατερου λόγον, τί ἐστιν αυτών εκατερω το ζωω εΐιαι, τον αυτόν λόγον αποδώσει, παρώνυμα δε λεγεται όσα από τινος διαφεροιπα τη πτώσει την κατά τουνομα
α Ι retain the traditional rerulerinprs ' univocal/ namely, and * 4 equivocal.’ The ordinary trailer, I suspect, will little familiar with the former. He may, if hr pic*!**, substitute such terms as ' ambiguous,’ * unambi^ouv’
4 Univocal 1 has the advantage of being a positive term. b Ζ ψ ον in Greek had two meAning^, that is to Μιν, lirinj?
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I.	Things are equivocally0 named, when they have the name only in common, the definition (or statement of essence) corresponding with the name being different. For instance, while a man and a portrait can properly both be called ‘ animals,’ these are equivocally named.b For they have the name only in common, the definitions (or statements of essence) corresponding with the name being different. For if you are asked to define what the being an animal means in the case of the man and the portrait, you give in either case a definition appropriate to that case alone.
Things are univocally named, when not only they bear the same name but the name means the same in each case—has the same definition corresponding. Thus a man and an ox are called ‘ animals.’ The name is the same in both cases ; so also the statement of essence. For if you are asked what is meant by their both of them being called ‘ animals,’ you give that particular name in both cases the same definition.
Things are ‘ derivatively ’ named that derive their own name from some other, that is given a new verbal
creature, and, secondly, a figure or image in painting, embroidery, sculpture. We have no ambiguous noun. However, we use the word * living ’ of portraits to mean ‘ true to life.’
13
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προσηγορίαν εχει, olov άπό της γραμματικής 6 15 γραμματικός και άπο τής ανδρεία? 6 άι^δρείος.
II.	Των λεγομένων τά μιν κατά συμπλοκήν λέγεται, τἀ 8* άνευ συμπλοκής. τά μῖν ούν κατά συμπλοκήν οιον άνθρωπος τρέχει, άνθρωπος νιχφ-τά δ' άνευ συμπλοκής ο ιον άνθρωπος, βονς, τρέχει, νικά.
20 Τώυ οντων τά μεν καθ' υποκειμένου ταὐτ Aeyerat, ἐν ύποκε ιμένω δε ονὶῖο·ί ἐστιν, οΓον άνθρωπος καθ' υποκειμένου μιν λέγεται τον τιι·δς ανθρώπου, ἐν ύποκειμένω δέ ονδενί ἐστι· τἀ δἐ ἐν ύποκειμένω μέν ἐστι, κα#’ ύποκε ιμέι·ου δέ ουδενό? λέγεται (ἐν ύποκειμένψ δε λἐγω, ο εν τινι 25 μὑ ἐκ μέρος ύπαρχον αδύνατον χωρίς εΧναι τον ἐν α» ἐστίν), οΐον ή τις γραμματική tv ύποκειμέιω μεν ἐστι τῇ φνχή, κοθ' ύποκειμένου δ* οόδοός λέγεται, και τό τί Αενκόν tv ύποκιιμένω μέν τῷ σώμα τί ἐστιν (άπαν γάρ χρώμα tv σώματι), *αῦ’ υποκείμενου δἐ οόδενός λέγεται· τἀ δἐ καῦ* ύττο-ϊ b κειμένου τε λέγεται καί έν ύποκεψένω έστίν, οΐον ή επιστήμη έν νποκειμένω μέν ἐστι τῇ φνχή, καθ* υποκειμένου δε Λεγεται τῆς· γραμματικής* τἀ δἐ οὑτ* ἐν ύποκειμένω ἐστιν οὑτε πα0’ υποκειμένου τινα? λέγεται, οΓον ό τις άνθρωπος καί ο τις Ιππος· 5 ούδεν γάρ των τοιούτων ούτε έν νποκε ιμένω ἐστιν οὑτε κα#’ υποκειμένου λέγεται, απλώς 5ἐ τα άτομα
J
β ‘ Courageous man,’ * courage,’ in Greek. But the former obscures the real point by consisting of two word* in English. By 1 a new verbal form ’ is intended * new termination or inflexion.
14
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form, as, for instance, * grammarian ’ from ‘ grammar/ frogoJ heroism,’ ‘ hero,’ and so on.®
We may or we may not combine what we call words, expressions and phrases. Combine them ; you have propositions—for instance, ‘ man runs ’ or ‘ man wins *—while examples of uncombined forms are * man,’ * ox,* * runs * and ‘ wins * and the like.
But as for the things that are meant, when we thus speak of uncombined words, you can predicate some of a subject, but they never are present in one. You can predicate ‘ man,’ for example, of this or that man as the subject, but man is not found in a subject. By ‘in,’ 4 present/ ‘ found in a subject * I do not mean present or found as its parts are contained in a whole ; I mean that it cannot exist as apart from the subject referred to. And then there is that class of things which are present or found in a subject, although they cannot be asserted of any known subject whatever. A piece of grammatical knowledge is there in the mind as a subject but cannot be predicated of any known subject whatever. Again, a particular whiteness is present or found in a body (all colour implies some such basis as what we intend by ‘ a body ’) but cannot itself be asserted of any known subject whatever. We find there are some things, moreover, not only affirmed of a subject but present also in a subject. Thus knowledge, for instance, while present in this or that mind as a subject, is also asserted of grammar. There is, finally, that class of things which can neither be found in a subject nor yet be asserted of one—this or that man or horse, for example. For nothing of that kind is in or is ever affirmed of a subject. More generally speaking, indeed, we can never affirm of a subject what is in its
15
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καί εν αριθμώ κατ ουδενος νποκειμέ\·ου λέγεται, εν νποκειμένω δε ῖνια οόδῖν *ωλάο είναι* η γάρ τις γραμματική των ἐν ύποκειμένω ἐστί.1
III.	"Οταν έτερον καθ* ετέρου κατηγορηται ώς ίο καθ' υποκείμενου, όσα κατά του κατηγορουμένου λέγεται, πάντα κηί κατά τυΰ υποκειμένου ρηθή-σεται, οΓον άνθρωπος κατά του τιι·ος ανθρώπου κατηγορεΐται, το δέ ζωον κατά του ανθρώπου· ούκοΰν και κατά του τιι·ος ανθρώπου κατηγορηθη-σεται τό ζωον 6 γάρ τις άνθρωπος και άιέ)ρωπός 16 ἐστι και ζωον.
~ Ύών ετέρων γενών* και μη υπ* άλληλα τεταγ· μενών ετεραι τω είδει και αί όιαφοραί, olov ζώου και επιστήμης· ξωου μῖν */ἀρ διάφοροί τ6 τε πεζόν και το δίπουν καί το πτηνόν καί το εινδρον, επιστήμης δέ ουδεμία τούτων ου γάρ διαφέρει 20 επιστήμη επιστήμης τω δίπους είναι.
Ύών δέ γε υπ' άΧληλα γενών ούδέν κωλύει τάς αύτάς διαφοράς είναι* τά γάρ επάνω τών υπ* αυτά γενών κατηγορεΐται, ώστε όσα ι του κατήγορου-μένου διαφοραί είσι, τοσανται καί του ύποκειμέι·ου έσονται.	«.
25 IV, Τών κατά μ?ἡνμιαν συμπλοκήν λεγομένων έκαστον ήτοι ουσίαν σημαίνει η ποσον η ποιον η 7τρός τι η που η ποτε η κεί^θαι η έχειν η ποιείν η b'	’
1 Bekker reads τών iv ντοκ*ιμίνψ μιν 4στι, καθ’ ί τοκομ/νοψ
δϊ ονδενότ \4ycraι.	»
a τών erepoyevQv Β.
β ‘Co-ordinate’ is literally in Greek 'not arranged the one under the other.’ The differentia added to the grout constitutes what is known as the species. Supposing that 16
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nature individual and also numerically one. Yet in some cases nothing prevents its being present οτ found in a subject. Thus a piece of grammatical knowledge is present, as we said, in a mind.
III.	A word upon predicates here. When you predicate this thing or that of another thing as of a subject, the predicates then of the predicate will also hold good of the subject. We predicate ‘ man * of a man; so of ‘ man ’ do we predicate ‘ animal.* Therefore, of this or that man we can predicate ‘ animal * too. For a man is both ‘ animal * and * man.’
When genera are co-ordinate and different, differentiae will differ in kind.® Take the genera, animal and knowledge. ‘ Footed,’ ‘ two-footed,’ ‘ winged,’ ‘ aquatic ’ are among the differentiae of animal. But none will be found to distinguish a particular species of knowledge. No species of knowledge will differ from another in being ‘ two-footed.’
Where the genera, however, are subordinate, nothing whatever prevents them from having the same differentiae. For we predicate the higher or larger of the smaller or subordinate class. The differentiae, then, of the predicate will also belong to the subject.
IV.	Each uncombined word or expression means one of the following things :—what (or Substance), how large (that is, Quantity), what sort of thing (that is, Quality), related to what (or Relation), where (that is, Place), when (or Time), in what attitude (Posture, Position), how circumstanced (State or Condition), how active, what doing (or Action), how passive,
‘ building ’ is the genus and ‘ used for a dwelling ’ the difference, we then have the species called ‘ house.’
17
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πάσχεtv. ἐστι Βε ουσία μῖν ώς^ζύπφ είπειν otov άνθρωπος, ίππος' ποσόν δἐ οΐον 5ίττηχυ, τριπηχυ· ποιον δἐ οΐον λευκόν, γραμματικόν πρός τι 2 a οιον διπλάσιου, ήμισυ, μεῖζον που 5ἐ οΓον ἐν Αυκείω, ἐν ἀγορά · ποτε δἐ οΐον εχθες, πίρνσιν κεΐσθαι Be οΐον άνάκ€ιται, κάθηται· εχειν Bi οΐον ύποΒεΒεται, ωπλισται· ποΐ€Ϊν Be οΐον τεμνει, καίει* * πάσχειν Be οΐον τεμνεται, καιέτα ι.
Έκαστον των είρημενων αυτό μεν καθ' αυτό 6 ἐν ούΒεμιη καταφάσει λἐγεται,1 τῆ δἐ πμός άλληλα. τούτων συμπλοκή κατάφασις ή απόφασις γίνεται. άπασα γάρ Βοκει κατάφασις και απόφασις ήτοι αληθής η φευΒής είναι* τών δἐ κατά μηόεμίαν συμπλοκήν λεγομένων ονΒεν ούτε αληθές ούτε ίο φεΰΒός εστιν, οΐον άνθρωπος, λευκόν, τρόλεϊ, νίκη.
V.	θυσία Βε εστιν ἡ κυριώτατά τε και πρωτως και μάλιστα λεγορενη, η μήτε καθ* ύποκειμειου τινός λεγεται μήτ εν ύποκειμενω τινι ίσην, οΐον 6 τις άνθρωπος ή 6 τις ΐττπος. Βεύτεραι δἐ ούσίαι λέγονται, εν οΐς εΐΒεσιν αι πρωτως ούσίαι λεγόμενοι is ύπάρχουσι, τ αυτά τε και τα των είΒών τούτων γένη, οΐον ό τις άνθρωπος εν εΐΒει μεν υπάρχει τω άνθρώπω, γένος Βε του είδους· ἐστι το ζωον 1 ή άποφάσα omitted after Xfyrrcu.
•	Ι give here two versions of each category. The Greek as a rule is more concrete than the customary English translations. The reader may here be referral to Theodor Gomperz, Greek Thinkert (translated by G. G. Berry), vol. iv. c. 4.
*	‘ “ Asserted of a subject ” here refers to the relation of universal to particular, “ present in a subject ” to that of an attribute to its possessor ’ (W. D. Ross, Aristotle, p. 23). The distinction is the same as that Into essential and 18
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what suffering (Affection).0 Examples, to speak but in outline, of Substance are * man ’ and ‘ a horse,’ of Quantity ‘ two cubits long,’ ‘ three cubits in length * and the like, of Quality ‘ white * and
*	grammatical.’ Terms such as ‘ half,’ ‘ double,’
‘ greater * are held to denote a Relation. ‘ In the market-place,’ ‘ in the Lyceum * and similar phrases mean Place, while Time is intended by phrases like ‘ yesterday,’ ‘ last year ’ and so on. ‘ Is lying ’ or
*	sitting * means Posture, * is shod or ‘ is armed * means a State. ‘ Cuts ' or ‘ burns/ again, indicates Action, * is cut * or ‘ is burnt ’ an Affection.
Not one of these terms in itself will involve any positive statement. Affirmations, as also denials, can only arise when such terms are combined or united together. Each positive or negative statement must either be true or be false—that, at least, is allowed on all hands—but an uncombined word or expression (for instance, * man,’ * white,’ ‘ runs ’ or * conquers ’) can neither be true nor be false.
V.	Substance in the truest and strictest, the primary sense of that term, is that which is neither asserted of nor can be found in a subject.5 We take as examples of this a particular man or a horse. But we do speak of secondary substances—those within which, being species, the primary or first are included, and those within which, being genera, the species themselves are contained. For instance, a particular man we include in the species called ‘ man ’ and the species itself in its tum is included in the genus called
accidental predicates. Aristotle under substance distinguishes, first of all, primary substance, that is to say, the individual (or this or that man, for example), and, secondly, secondary-substances, that is, the species and genera in which the individuals are included
19
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δεύτεραι ούν αύται Λέγονται ούσιαι, ο Ιον ο τε
άνθρωπος καί το ζωον.
Φανερόν δἐ ἐ/c τών ε'ιρημένων στ ι των καθ* * νπο· 20 καμένου λεγομένων αναγκαίου καί τούνομα και τόν λὐχον κατηγορεΐσθαι του ΰποκ(ιμένου, οΐον 6 άνθρωπος καθ' υποκειμένου λέγεται του τινος ανθρώπου, και κατηγορειταί γε τονι·ομα' τον γαρ άνθρωπον του τινος ανθρώπου κατηγορήσεις. και 6 λόγος 8ε 6 τον ανθρώπου κατά του τινος άν· 25 θρώπου κατηγορηθήσεταί’ 6 γάρ τις άνθρωπος καί άνθρωπός ἐστι και ζωον. ώστε και τοννομα καί ό λόγος κατά τού νποκειμέι-ου κατηγορηθήσεταί.
Των 8' εν ύποκε ιμένω οιτων έπι μεν των πλείστων ούτε τούνομα ουθ' ό λόγος κατηγορεί-ται του υποκειμένου· επ' ένίων δἐ τούιομα μεν eo ού8έν κωλύει κατηγορεΐσθαι ποτε του ύττοκει· μένου, τον 8ε λόγον ά8ύνατον, olov το λευκόν ἐν ύποκε ιμένω ον τω σώματι κατηγορειταί του υποκειμένου (λευκόν γάρ σώμα λέγεται), 6 δἐ λόγος ό του λευκού οόδἐποτε κατά σώματος κατηγορη-θήσεται.
Τἀ δ* άλλα πάντα ήτοι καθ' υποκειμένων λέ· 85 γεται των πριυτων ουσιών ή εν ύποκειμέιπις αύταΐς ἐστίν. τούτο δε φανερόν εκ των καθ' εκαστα προγειριζομένων, οΐον τό ζωον κατά του ανθρώπου κατηγορειταί' ούκούν καί κατά τον τινός ανθρώπου κατηγορηθήσεταί τό ζωον ει γάρ 2 b κατά μηδενός τών τινών ανθρώπων, ουδέ κατά
β Understand by ' the name ’ here τί X<* clr, and not the Greek substantive Χακ&τηι; both of them signified
* whiteness.* So also we use ‘ white ’ In English as ui 20
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* animal.’ These, then, are secondary substances, that is to say, man and animal—otherwise, species and genus.
From what we have said it is plain that the name and definition of the predicates can both be affirmed of the subject. For instance, we predicate ‘ man ’ of an individual man as the subject. The name of the species called ' man * is asserted of each indi- · vidual; you predicate ‘ man ’ of a man. The definition or meaning of ‘ man * will apply to a man, in like manner, for a man is both man and an animal. The name and definition of the species will thus both apply to the subject.
When we come, on the contrary, to things which are present or found in a subject, we find that their names and definitions we cannot, at least in most cases, affirm or predicate of that subject. Indeed, the definition itself will in no case whatever apply. But in some cases nothing prevents us from using the name of the subject. Suppose we take ‘ white ’ as an instance. Now ‘ white ’ is, no doubt, in a body and thus is affirmed of a body, for a body, of course, is called ‘ white.’ The definition, however, of ‘ white * —of the colour, that is, we call ‘ white *—can never be predicated of any such body whatever.®
Everything else but first substance is either affirmed of first substance or present in such as its subject. This is evident from particular instances taken by way of examples. We predicate 1 animal ’ of ‘ man.’ So we predicate ‘ animal ’ also of any particular man. Were there no individuals existing of whom it could thus be affirmed, it could
adjective, commonly speaking, but also at times as a noun, when it means ‘ a white paint ’ or ‘ white colour.’
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άνθρωπον όλως. πάλιν το χρώμα cV σωματίου κοΰν και εν τινι σώματι* ει γάρ^ιη ἐν τινι τῶν καθ’ έκαστα, ούδε ἐν σώματι ολως. ώστε τα άλλα πάντα ήτοι καθ* ύποκειμένων λέγεται των πρώτων 6 ουσιών η εν ύποκειμέναις αύταΐς ἐστίν, μὴ αὐτών οὑν των πρώτων ουσιών άδύνατον των άλλων η είναι.
Των δἐ δεύτερων οἀσιἐόν μάλλον ουσία τό «Ιδος του γένους- έγγιον γάρ της πρώτης ουσίας ἐστίν. ἐάν γἀρ αποδίδω τις την πρώτην ουσίαν τί ἐστι, γνωριμώτερον και οικειότερον άττοδώσει το είδος ίο άποδιδου? ηπερ το γένος, olov τον τινα άνθρωπον άποδιδούς γνωριμώτερον αν άποδοίη άνθρωπον η ζώον άποδιδούς- τό μεν γάρ ίδιου μάλλον του τινος άνθρώπον, τό δἐ κοινότερον. καί το ττ δένδρον άποδιδούς γνωριμώτερον άποδώσει δένδρον άπο· διδούς η φυτόν.
15 Έτι αι πρώτοι ούσίαι δια το τοις άλλοις άπασιν ύποκεΐσθαι και πάντα τα άλλα κατά τούτων κατ-ηγορεΐσθαι η εν ανταΐς είναι δια τούτο μάλιστα ούσίαι λέγονται, ως δέ γε αι πρώτοι ούσίαι προς τα άλλα πάντα έχουσιν, οΰτω καί τό είδος προς τό γένος έχει- ύποκειται γάρ τό είδος τῷ γίνει· 20 τἀ μεν γάρ γένη κατά τών ειδών κατηγορεΐται, τά δε εΐδη κατά τών γενών ούκ αντιστρέφει, ώστε καί εκ τούτων τό είδος του γένους μάλλον ουσία.
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not be affirmed of the species. Colour, again, is in body ; so also in this or that body. For were there no bodies existing wherein it could also exist, it could not be in body at all. In fine, then, all things whatsoever, save what we call primary substances, are predicates of primary substances or present in such as their subjects. And were there no primary substance, nought else could so much as exist.
Of secondary substances species is better called substance than genus : it is nearer to primary substance, while genus is more removed from it. Suppose someone asks you ‘ what is it ? * regarding a primary substance. Your answer is both more instructive and also more apt to the subject, provided you mention its species than if you should mention its genus. Take this or that man, for example. You would give a more instructive account, if you stated the species or 4 man,’ than you would, if you called him ‘ an animal.’ The former belongs the more to him, the latter is somewhat too wide. Or, again, take an individual tree. By mentioning the species or ‘ tree * you will give a more instructive account than by giving the genus or * plant.’
Moreover, the primary substances most of all merit that name, since they underlie all other things, which in tum will be either their predicates or present in such as their subjects. But exactly as primary substances stand to all else that exists, so also stands species to genus. Species is related to genus as subject is related to predicate. We predicate genus of species ; but never, indeed, can we predicate species of genus conversely. On this further ground we may hold that of secondary substances species is more truly substance than genus.
23
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Αυτών δἐ τών ειδών όσα μ ή ἐστι //νη» μάλλον έτερον ετέρου ουσία ἐστίν· ονδέν γάρ οίκειότερον άπο6ώσεty κατά του τινος ώθρώπου 26 τόν άνθρωπον άποόιΒούς η κατά τού τιιάς Ιππον τον ίππον. ωσαύτως 6ε καί των πρώτων ουσιών ούδέν μάλλον~~ετερον ετέρου ουσία ἐστίν ού&έ* γάρ μάλλον 6 τις άνθρωπος ουσία η ο τϊί βοῖς. so EiVorcoy δἐ μετά τάς π ρωτάς ουσίας μόνα τών άλλων τα είάη καί τα γένη δεύτεραι ούσίαι λέγονται* μάνα πὸρ όηλο* τἡκ πρώτην ουσίαν των κατ* ηγορονμέιχυν. τον γάρ run άνθρωπον έάν άπο6ι6ώ τις τί ἐστι, τό μῖν «Γοο* ἡ τἀ γένος άπο6ώούς οίκείως αποσώσει καί γιωριμώτερον ποιήσει άνθρωπον ή ζώον άποδώούς· τών δ* άλλων 3 τι αν 8i αποδίδω τις, άλλοτ^ίως «στα»	οΤοψ
λευκόν ῆ τρέχει ή οτιοΰν τών τ ο ιόντων άπο$ι6ούς. ώστε εικότως τών άλλων ταΰτα μόνα ουσία ι λέγονται.
3 a Έτι αι πρώται ούσίαι δια το τοίς άλλοις άπασνν ύποκεΐσθαι κνριώτατα ούσίαι λέγονται, ως 6έ γε αι πρώτα ι ούσίαι προς τα άλλα πάντα εχρυσιν, ο vt ω τα εΐόη καί τα γένη τών πρώτων ουσιών προς τα λοιπά πάντα εχει· κατά τούτων γάρ πάντα τα λοιπά κατηγορείται. τόν γάρ τιι·α άνθρωπον έρείς 6 γραμματικόν■ ούκοΰν καί άνθρωπον καί ζψον γραμ· ματικον έρεΐς. ωσαύτως 6ε καί έπί τών άλλων.
Κοινόν 6έ κατά πάσης ουσίας το μὴ ἐν ὑπο-κειμένω είναι, η μεν γάρ πρώτη ουσία OVTt έν 24
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If we turn to the species themselves, none, unless it is also a genus, is more of a substance than another. No apter description is ‘ man * of a concrete or individual man than is ‘ horse ’ of a concrete horse. So also of primary substances—none is more a substance than others. For this or that man, for example, could not well be more truly substance than, let us say, this or that ox.
Apart, then, from primary substances, species and genus alone of the things that will then remain over are rightly called secondary substance, for they of all possible predicates alone define primary substance. I'or only by species or genus can this or that man be defined in a fit or appropriate way ; and we make our definition preciser by stating the species or ‘ man ’ than by stating the genus or ‘ animal.’ Anything else we might state, as, for instance, ‘ he runs * or ‘ is white,’ would be foreign from the purpose in hand. So species and genera only are rightly designated as substance, first substances only excepted.
‘ Substance,’ again, strictly speaking, applies to first substances only, because they not only underlie but provide all things else with their subjects. Exactly as primary substance is related to all else whatever, so also are genus and species, in which is included that substance, related to all attributes not included in genus and species. For these are the subjects of such. You may call a man ‘ learned in grammar.’ And, therefore, his species and genus, that is to say, man and animal, you may also call ‘ learned in grammar.’ And this will be so in all cases.
That it never is present in a subject holds good of all substance whatever. For what we call primary
β	25
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ύποκειμένω ecrriv ούτε καθ' νποκειμέι·ον λέγεται· των δε δεύτερων ουσιών φαιδρόν μεν και οιττως-ίο ὁτι ούκ είσιν ἐν ύποκειμένω.	6 γάρ άιΌοευπος
καθ* υποκειμένου μεν του τινός άνθρωπον λέγεται, ἐν ύποκειμένω δε ούκ εστιν ου γάρ εν τω τινι άνθρώπω 6 άνθρωπός εστιν. ωσαύτως 8ε και τό ζωον καθ* υποκείμενου μεν λέγεται τον τινος ανθρώπου, ούκ ἐστι δε τό ζωον εν τψ τινι άν· 15 θρώπω. έτι δε των εν ύποκειμένω όντων τό μεν όνομα ούδεν κωλύει κατηγορεϊσθαί ποτε του ῶτο-κειμένου, τον δε λόγον αδύνατον, των δε δευτέρων ουσιών κατηγορείται και ό λόγος κατ α του υποκειμένου και τοννομα· τον γάρ του άνθρωπον λόγον κατά του τινος άνθρωπον κατηγορήσεις, καί τάν 20 τοΰ ζώου ώσαύτως. ώστε ούκ αν ειη ἡ ουσία των εν νποκειμενω.
Ούκ ίδιον δε τούτο της ούσίας, ἀλλά *αὶ ὴ διαφορά των μη εν νποκειμενω εστιν. τό γάρ πεζόν και τό δίπουν καθ' υποκειμένου μεν λέγεται τοΰ ανθρώπου, εν νποκειμενω δι ούκ εστιν ου γάρ ἐν τω άνθρώπω ἐστι τό δίπουν η τό πεζόν, καί 25 ἀ Aoyoy δε κατηγορείται ό της διαεφορας, καθ' οδ αν λέγηται η διαφορά, οϊον ει τό πεζόν κατά τοθ ανθρώπου λέγεται, και ό λόγος ό τον πεζού κατ· ηγορηθησεται τοΰ άνθρωπον πεζόν γάρ έστιν ό άνθρωπος.
Μὴ ταραττέτω δε ημάς τά μέρη των ουσιών ώς έν νποκειμένοις όντα τοις όλοις, μη ποτε άναγκασ· ίο θώμεν ούκ ούσίας αυτά φάσκειν είναι’ ον yap οντω τά έν ύποκειμένω έλέγετο τά ώς μέρη υπάρχοντά έν τινι.
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substance can neither be present in a subject nor yet predicated of one. And as for the secondary substance, the following points, among others, will prove it is not in a subject. We predicate ‘ man ’ of a man ; ‘ man,’ however, is not in a subject. For manhood is not in a man. As the species, so also the genus. For ‘ animal ’ is also asserted of this or that man in particular but cannot be found present in him. Again, we may notice this point. When a thing can be found in a subject, then nothing prevents us from using its name of the subject in question ; not so the definition, however. And yet of a secondary substance both name and definition hold good in the case of the subject as well. The definition of the species (or man) and that of the genus (or animal) are used of an individual man. Therefore, substance is not in a subject.
That they cannot be present in subjects is true not of substances only but holds of differentiae, too. Thus we can of the species called ‘ man ’ assert * going on foot * and ‘ two-footed.’ But these are not found present in it. For neither of these is in man. Where, again, you affirm the differentia, you also affirm its definition. Suppose of the species called 4 man * you should predicate ‘ going on foot.’ The definition also of that attribute then will apply to that species. For ‘ man * does, indeed, go on foot.
That the parts of the substances are present or found in the wholes as in subjects is a fact that need hardly disturb us or render us fearful of having to brand all such parts as no substances. Did we not qualify ‘ present in a subject ’ by ‘ not as the parts in a whole * ? α
See the definition, 1 a 24·.
27
A1USTOTLK
'Ύπαρχει δε ταΐς ουσίαις και ταΐς διαφοραις το πάντα συνώνυμα»? απ' αιττάιν λεγω&ιι. πάσαε Yap ?5 αι ατ’ αυτών κατηγορίαι ήτοι κατα των ατόμιον κατηγορούνται ἡ κατά το>ι· ειδών. άπο μεν Yap της πρώτης ουσίας ουδεμία ἐστι κατι/γορια* »τατ οἀδειὐτ γάρ υποκειμένου λέγεται’ τών Si δευτέρων ουσιών το μεν είδος κατα τού ατο/ιου κατηγο-ρείται, τδ δε γένος και κατά τον είδους και κατα 8 b του ατόμου, ωσαύτως δε και αι διάφορειι κατα ,τών ειδών και κατα των ατόμων κατηγορούνται. καί τον λόγον δε έπιδέχοι-ται αι πρώται οναιαι τον τών ειδών και τον τών γενών, και το (Ιδος Si τον του γένους* όσα γάρ κατά του κατηγορουμένου δ λέγεται, πάντα και κατά τον υποκειμένου ρηθή-σεται. ωσαύτως δε καί τον τών διαφορών λόγον επιδέχεται τά είδη καί τἀ άτομα, σιηωι-υμα St γ( ήν ών καί τούνομα κοινόν και ό λόγος ό αστός, ώστε πάντα τά ἀπό τών ουσιών καί τά άττἀ τών διαφορών συνωνυμως λέγεται.
10 Πασα δἐ ουσία δοκέ Γ τάδε τι σημαίνειν. επι μεν οΰν τών πρώτων ουσιών όναμφισβτγτητον και αληθές ἐστιν ότι τάδε τι σημαίνει* ατομον γαρ καί έν αριθμώ τό δηλούμενόν έστιν επί δε τγών δ<ν· τέρων ουσιών φαίνεται μεν ομοίως τευ σχτ^ματι ιι της προσηγορίας τάδε τι σι^μαίνειν, όταν εΐττη άνθρωπον η ζώον, ου μην ολικές γε, άλΛα μάλλον ποιόν τι σημαίνει’ ου γάρ έν ἐστι τό υποκείμενον ώσπερ η πρώτη ουσία, άΛλἀ κατά πολλών ό άνθρωπος λέγεται καί τό ζώον. οΰχ απλώς Si ποιόν τι σημαίνει, ώσπερ τό λευκόν, ονδεν γαρ 20 άλλο σημαίνει τό λευκόν ἀλλ’ η ποιόν, τό Si (Ιδος
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Differentia and substance alike have this characteristic in common, that, wherever we predicate them, we predicate them univocally. For such propositions have always individuals or species for subjects. The primary substance, no doubt, being never predicated of anything, never itself can be predicate of any proposition whatever. Not so with the secondary substance. The species is predicated of all individual examples, the genus of these and the species. And so with differentiae also. Of species and individuals we predicate these in like manner. Both definitions, moreover, or those of the genus and species, apply to the primary substance and that of the genus to the species! For all we affirm of the predicate will also be affirmed of the subject. The definition of each differentia applies in a similar manner to both individuals and species. But, as we have already noticed, univocal is used of such things as not only possess the same name but are also defined the same way. Hence it follows that in all propositions having substance or difference for predicate that predicate is quite unequivocal.
All substance appears individual. And this is indisputably true in the case of the primary substances. What each denotes is a unit. In that of the secondary substances language may make it appear so, as when we say ‘ animal,’ ‘ man.’ This, however, is not really so, for a quality rather is meant. Second substance is not one and single, as, no doubt, the primary is ; not of one but of many, indeed, do we predicate ‘ animal,’ ‘ man.’ Species and genus, however, do not merely indicate quality, as ‘ white ’ merely indicates quality. Accidents, that is, like ‘ white,’mean a quality simply and merely. Butspecies
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eb.....................................
καί το γένος περί ουσίαν το ποιόν άφορίζεί’ πχηορ
γάρ τινα ουσίαν σημαίνω, επί πλεϊονδέ τῷ γένει
ἣ τῷ είδει τον άφορισμόν ποιείται* 6 γαρ ζῷον
είπών έπί πλεΐον περιλαμβάνει η 6 τον άινρωπον.
25 'Υπάρχει δέ ταΐς όυσίαις και τό μηδέν αύταίς
εναντίον είναι, τῆ γαρ πρώτη ούσίμ τί αν «Γη
εναντίον, οϊον τω τινι άνθρωποι η τῷ τινι ζφψί
ούδεν γάρ ἐστιν εναντίον, ούδέ γε τω άνΰρωπφ
η τω ζωω ούδε'ν ἐστιν εναντίον. ούκ ίδιον δέ
τούτο της ουσίας, άλλα και επ' άλλων πολλών,
οΐον επί του ποσού· τω γάρ δπτηχει η τριιτήχει
βο ούδε'ν ἐστιν εναντίον, ουδέ γε τοϊς δί*α, ούδέ τών
τοιούτων ούδενί, ει μη τις τό πολύ τω όλίγψ φαίη
εναντίον είναι η τό μέγα τω μικρώ. τών δε
άφωρισμενων ποσών ούδεν ούδενι εναντίον ἐστίν.
Ασκεί δε ή ούσία μη έπιδέχεσθαι τό μάλλον καὶ τό ήττον. λέγω δε ούχ ότι ούσία ούσίας ούκ έστι 8δ μάλλον ούσία και ῆττον ούσία (τούτο μέν γάρ εΐρηται ότι ἐστιν), ἀλλ’ ότι έκόστη ούσία τονθ* όπερ ἐστίν, ού λέγεται μάλλον και ἦττον. οΐον ει εστιν αυτή1 ή ούσία άνθρωπος, ούκ έσται μάλλον και ήττον άνθρωπος, ούτε αύτός εαυτού ούτε ετερος ετερου· ού γάρ εστιν ετερος ετέρου μάλλον άν· Α a θρωπος, ώσπερ τό λευκόν έτερον ετέρου μάλλον ἐστι και ῆττον λευκόν, και καλόν έτερον ετέρου μάλλον καλόν και ήττον λέγεται. καί αυτό δὲ αυτού μάλλον και ἡττον λεγεται, οΐον τό σώμα λευκόν ον μάλλον λευκόν είναι λέγεται νυν η δ πρότερον, καί θερμόν ον μάλλον θερμόν καί ἦττον λέγεται, η δέ γε ούσία ούδεν μάλλον καί ήτταν
1 αΐττή Β.
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and genus determine a quality in reference to substance. They tell you what sort of a substance. In the case of the genus, however, such determining qualification will cover a much wider field than it does in the case of the species. Say ‘ animal *; you comprehend more than you would, if instead you said ‘ man.’
Substances never have contraries. How could first substances have them—this man, for example, that animal ? Nothing is contrary to them. And species and genus have none. This particular characteristic belongs not to substance alone. For it holds of a good many things and, among them, for instance, of quantity. * Two cubits long ’ has no contrary ; neither has ‘ three cubits long ’ ; nor has ‘ ten ’ nor yet anything like it, unless, indeed, someone should say ‘ large * and ‘ small,’ ‘ much ’ and ‘ little * are contraries. Definite quantities, however, can certainly never have contraries.
No substance, it seems, has degrees or admits of a more and a less. I do not mean here that one substance may not be more truly called substance, less truly called substance, than others ; indeed, v> e have said that it may. But I mean that no substance as such can admit of degrees in itself. For example, the same substance, man, cannot really be more or less man as compared with himself or another. This man is not more man than that, as one white thing is more or less white than another white object may be or, again, as one beautiful object has more or less beauty than others. The same quality in the same object may vary at times in degree. For example, a body, if white, is called whiter just now than it was or, if warm, is called more or less warm. But a substance is not more or less of whatever, qua
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4 a
λεγεται· ούδε γαρ άνθρωπος μάλλον νυν άνθρωπος η πρότερον λεγεται, ούδε γε των άλλων ούδεν, όσα ἐστιν ούσίαι. ώστε ouac <χν επιδε'χοιτο ἡ ουσία το μάλλον καί ήττον.
ίο Μάλιστα 8ε ίδιον της ουσίας δοκεΐ είναι τ6 ταύτόν καί εν αριθμώ ον τών εναντίων είναι δεκτικόν, οΓου επί μεν των άλλων ούκ αν εχοι τις το τοιοΰτο προενεγκεΐν, όσα μη είσιν ούσίαι, 6 εν αριθμώ ον τών εναντίων δεκτικόν ἐστιν, οΐον το χρώμα, ο ἐστιν εν καί ταύτόν τω αριθμώ, ούκ 15 εσται λευκόν καί μελαν, ούδ’ η αύτη πράξις και μία τω αριθμώ ούκ ἐσται φαύλη καί σπουδαία· ωσαύτως δε καί επί τών άλλων, όσα μη είσιν ούσίαι. η δε γε ούσία εν καί ταύτόν αριθμώ ον δεκτικόν τών εναντίων εστΐν, οΐον ο τί? άνθρωπος, 20 εΐς καί 6 αύτος ών, ότε μεν λευκός στἐ δἐ μόλος γίνεται, καί θερμός καί φνχρός, καί φαύλος καί σπουδαίος, επί δε τών άλλων ουδοός φαίνεται τό τοιούτον, ει μη τις εχίσταιτο τον Λόγον καί την δόξαν φάσκων τών εναντίων είναι δεκτικά, ό γαρ αύτός λὸςο? άληθης καί ψευδής είναι δοκεΐ, 2ό οΐον ει άληθης εΐη ό λόγος το καθησθαί τινα, άναστάιτος αύτοΰ ό αύτός ούτος λόγος ψευδής εσται. ωσαύτως δἐ καί επί της δάξτ^ς· ει γάρ τις αληθώς δοξάζοι τό καθησθαί τινα, αι·αστοντος αύτοΰ ψευδώς δοξάσει, τὴν αυτήν εχων περί αύτοΰ δόξαν, ει δε' τις καί τούτο παραδεχοιτο, άλλα τω γε τρόπω διαφέρει, τα μεν γαρ επί τών ουσιών so αύτά μεταβάλλοντα δεκτικό τών εναντίων εστί· ψυχρόν γαρ εκ θερμού γενόμενον μετεβαλεν (ήλ-λοίωται γάρ) καί μελαν εκ λευκού καί σιτουδαίον β True at one time and fatso at another.
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substance, it is. For a man is not more of a man than he was at some time in the past. And so of all substances else. Therefore, substance can have no degrees.
But what is most characteristic of substance appears to be this : that, although it remains, notwithstanding, numerically one and the same, it is capable of being the recipient of contrary qualifications. Of things that are other than substance we could hardly adduce an example possessed of this characteristic. For instance, a particular colour, numerically one and the same, can in no wise be both black and Avhite, and an action, if one and the same, can in no wise be both good and bad. So of everything other than substance. But substance, remaining the same, yet admits of such contrary qualities. One and the same individual at one time is white, warm or good, at another time black, cold or bad. This is not so -with anything else, though it might be maintained that assertions or opinions admitted of contraries. That is to say, the same statement may appear to be both true and false.® ‘ He sits ’ may, for instance, be true. If he rises, it then becomes false. And so with opinions as well. One may be of opinion, and truly, that such or such person is sitting. And yet, λνΐιβη that person has risen, that opinion, if held still, is false. Even though we allow this exception, it λνοιιΐά differ, in fact, from the rest in its manner of coming about. For whenever a substance admits of such contrary qualifications, it is by a change in itself. It is by a change in itself that a thing that was hot becomes cold (having passed from one state to another) or a thing that was white becomes black or a thing that was good becomes bad.
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εκ φαύλου. ωσαύτως δε καί επί των άλλων έκαστον αυτών μεταβολήν δεχόμενον των εναντίων δεκτικόν ἐστιν. 6 δε λόγος και ἡ δόζα αυτά 35 μεν ακίνητα πάιτη πάιτως διαμένει, του δε πράγματος κινούμενου τό ῖνα mo ι* περί αῦτα γίνεται· ο μεν γάρ λόγος διαμένει ό αυτός τό καθήσΰαι tbTiva, του δε πράγματος κινηθειτος ότε μεν αληθής ότε δε φευδης λεγεται. ωσαύτως δε καί επί της δόζης. ώστε τω τρόπο» γε ίδιον αν είη της ουσίας τό κατο, την εαυτης μεταβολήν δεκτικήν των εναντίων είναι.
Ει δῆ1 τις καί ταύτα παραδεχοιτο, τον λόγον καί ι την δόςαν δεκτικά των εναντίων είναι, ούκ έστω αληθές τούτο, ό γάρ λόγος καί η δόζα ου τω αυτά δεχεσθαί τι τών εναντίων cimi δεκτικά λεγετα ι, αλλά τω περί ετερόν τι τό πάθος γτγε-νησθαι. τώ γάρ τό πράγμα εΐιτιι η μη εΙι·αι τούτω καί ό λόγος αληθής η φευδης εΐναι λόγεται, ίο ου τω αυτός δεκτικός εΐναι τών ε'ναντίων. απλώς γάρ ούθεν υπ* ούδενός ούτε ό λόγος κωείται ούτε η δόζα, ώστε ούκ αν είη δεκτικά τών ειηντίων μηδενός εν αύτοίς γινομένου πάθους. ή δΐ γε ουσία τω αυτή τά εναντία δεχεσθαί, τούτω δεκτική τών εν αιτίων είναι λεγεται- νόσον γάρ καί ύγίειαν 15 δέχεται, καί λευκότητα καί μελανιάν και έκαστον τών τοιούτων αύτη δεχόμενη τών εναντίων είναι δεκτική λεγεται. ὧστε ίδιον αν ουσίας είτ^ το ταύτόν καί εν αριθμώ ον δεκτικόν εΐναι τών εναντίων κατά την εαυτης μεταβολήν, περί μὲν ούν ουσίας τοσαύτα είρήσθω.	ρ · /ἐ>
20 VI. Του δἐ ποσού τό μεν ἐστι διωρισμενον, το 1 Μ Β.
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And so, too, in all other cases where substance admits of such qualities. The statement or opinion, ho\v-ever, remains in itself quite unaltered in any and every respect. If it takes on the contrary quality, being now true and now false, then the facts of the case will have changed. * For the statement * he sits ’ is unchanged ; but according to existing conditions we call it now true and now false. As with statements, so, too, with opinions. In its manner, then, of coining about it is really peculiar to substance to admit of the contrary qualities—to wit, by a change in itself.
If a man, then, should make an exception in favour of opinions and statements, maintaining that these admit also of contrary qualifications, his view would, in truth, be unsound. If opinions and statements are said to admit of such qualifications, the fact is that not they themselves but that something else undergoes change. For it is by the facts of the case, by their being or not being so, that a statement is called true or false. It is not that the statement itself can admit of such contrary qualities. For nothing, in one word, can alter the nature of opinions and statements, and, seeing no change occurs in them, they cannot admit of such contraries. But substance admits of such contraries by having received them itself: it alternately takes to itself health, disease, whiteness, blackness, the like. By receiving them into itself is it said to admit of such contraries. So, to conclude, we may call this above all distinctive of substance, that, remaining still one and the same, it may yet through a change in itself receive contrary qualifications. Let so much on substance suffice.
VI.	To quantity let us turn next. This is either
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δε συνεχές, καί το μεν εκ βάσιν εχοντων προς άλληλα των ἐν αύτοΐς μορίων συνεστηκε, τό δἐ ονκ εξ εχόντων θεσιν. εστι δε διαφισμίνον μῖν - οίου αριθμός καί λόγος, συνεχές δε οΓου γραμμή, 5 επιφάνεια, σώμα, ετι παρα ταύτα χρόνος καί τόπος, των μεν γάρ του αριθμού μορίων ούδείς ἐστι κοινός όρος, προς ον συνάπτει τα μόρια αυτού, οΐον τα πείτε ει εστι των δε'κα μόριον$ προς ούδε'να κοινόν όρον συνήπτε ι τα πείτε και τα. πέντε, άλλα, διώρισται* και τα τρία γε και τα ΰ επτά, προς ούδενα κοινόν όρον συνάπτιι· ονδ% όλως αν εχοις επ' αριθμού κοινόν όρον λαβεΐν των μορίων, ἀλλ’ αει διώρισται· ώστε ό μεν άριθράς των διωρισμενων εστίν. ωσαύτως δι και ό λόγος των διωρισμενων εστίν. ότι μεν γάρ ποσόν εσην 6 λόγος, φανερόν καταμετρείται γάρ ετνλλαβτ} . βραχεία, και μάκρα. λέγω δε αυτόν τον μετά φωνής λόγον γιγνόμενον. προς ούόενα γάρ κοιι·ον όρον αυτού τα μόρια συνάπτει’ ου γάρ εστι κοιι·ος όρος προς ον αι συλλαβαί συ νάπτουσιν, άλλ9 ι εκάσττ) διώρισται αυτή καθ* αυτήν.
*Η δε γραμμή συνεχής εστίν εστι γάρ λαβεΐν κοινόν όρον προς ον τα μόρια αυτής συιχίτπει, στιγμ,ήν, και της επιφάνειας γραμμήν* τά γάρ τον επίπεδου μόρια πρός τινα κοινόν όρον συνάπτει. 5 ωσαύτως δε και επί τού σώματος εχοις αν λαβεΐν κοινόν όρον, γραμμήν ή επυφάνειαν, προς «χ τα
° These divisions are not co-fxtervsivc. I.inc, pUne tod solid and space are all called continuous quantities : all. too, consist of such parts as have interrelated position*. Time is a continuous quantity ; its parts hare, however, no
S6
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discrete or continuous. Some quantities, moreover, consist of such parts as have relative positions in reference each to the others, while others, on the contrary, consist of such parts as have no such positions.0 Of quantities that are discrete we may here instance number and speech, of quantities that are continuous line, superficies and solid, to which time and place may be added. Consider the parts of a number. You find there is no common limit at which they may join or unite. For example, two fives will make ten. These, however, are wholly distinct; there is no common limit whatever at which these two fives coalesce. And the same with the parts three and seven. And, indeed, in the case of all numbers you never will find such a boundary, common to any two parts, for the parts remain ever distinct. Thus is number discrete, not continuous. The same may be said about speech, if by speech the spoken word is intended. Being measured in long and short syllables, speech is an evident quantity, whose parts possess no common boundary. No common limit exists, where those parts—that is, syllables—join. Each, indeed, is distinct from the rest.
A line is, however, continuous. Here we discover that limit of which we have just now been speaking. This limit or term is a point. So it is with a plane or a solid. Their parts also have such a limit—a line in the case of the former, a line or a plane in the latter.
positions in reference the one to the other. See the following from the summary by Waitz : ‘ quod quantum est id vel discretum esse (numerus, oratio) vel continuum (linea, superficies, corpus ; tempus, spatium) exemplis demonstratin',’ and 4 linea, superficies, corpus et spatium constant e partibus positionem quandam inter se habentibus, non ita numerus, tempus et oratio.’
37
ARISTOTLE
του σώματος μόρια συνάπτει, έστι δἐ *αὶ ό χρόνος καί 6 τόπος των τοιούτων ό γάρ νυν χρόνος συνάπτει προς τον παρεληλυθότα και τον μέλλοντα. πάλιν ό τ οπος των συνεχών ἐστί* τόπον ίο γάρ τινα τα του σώματος μόρια κατεχει, α πρός τινα κοινόν όρον συνάπτει- ούκοΰν και τα του τόπου μόρια, α κατεχει Ικάστον των του σώματος μορίων, πρός τόν~~αυτόν όρον συνάτττει προς ον καί τα. του σώματος μόρια. ώστ€ συνεχής αν ειη καί 6 τόπος· ττ ρος γάρ ένα κοινόν όρον αυτού τα μόρια (τυνά7Γτει.
Ιδ Έτι δε τα μεν έκ θεσιν έχόντων προς άλληλα των εν αύτοΐς μορίων συιεστηκε, τα δί ούκ έζ έχόντων θεσιν, οΐον τα μῖν τῆς γραμμής μόρια θεσιν έχει πρός άλλη λα’ ό κάστον γάρ αυτών κεΐταί που, καί έχοις αν διαλαβεΐν καί άποδούναι όπου έκαστον Κεῖται ἐν τω έπιπεδω καί προς ποιον 20 μόριον των λοιπών σύναπτα, ωσαύτως δε καί τἀ του επίπεδου μόρια θεσιν έχει τινα* ομοίως γάρ αν άποδοθείη ῖναστον ου κειται, καί ποια συνάπτει πρός άλληλα. καί τά του αμερεού δε ωσαύτως, και τα του τοπον. επί δε γε του αριθμού ουκ αν 25 εχοι τις έπιδεΐζαι ως τά μόρια αυτού θεσιν τινα έχει προς άλληλα η κεΐταί που, η ποιά γ€ προς άλληλα συνάτττει τών μορίων, ουδέ τά τον χρόνου' υπομένει γαρ ούδεν τών του χρόνον μορίων' ο δέ μη εστιν υπομενον, πώς αν τούτο θεσιν τινα εχοι; αλλά μάλλον τάξιν τινά είποις αν έχειν τῷ το μεν to πρότερον είναι τού χρόνου τό δ* ύστερον, καί επί του αριθμού δε ωσαύτως τω τό εν πρότερον άριθ-μεΐσθαι τών δυο καί τά δύο τών τριών’ και ούτω τα£ΐν τινα αν εχοι, θεσιν δἐ ου πάνυ λάβοις αν. 38
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Again, time and space are continuous. Time is a whole and continuous ; the present, past, future are linked. Space is also this kind of a quantity. For seeing the parts of a solid themselves occupy so much space and these parts have a limit in common, it follows the parts of space also, which those parts themselves occupy, have exactly the same common limit or term as the parts of the solid. As is time, so is space, then, continuous : the parts meet at one common boundary.
All quantities are made up of parts ; and those parts, as we saw, have position in reference one to another or else they have no such position. The parts of a line, for example, must all have their relative places. Each, without doubt, must lie some-where, and each can be clearly distinguished. You can say where each lies on the plane and to what sort of part it is next. So the parts of the plane have position : again you can say where each lies and to what sort of parts it is next. This is true, too, of solids and space. But the case of a number is different. You never could show that its parts are possessed of their relative places or even so much as have places. Nor could you determine which parts are contiguous or adjacent to which. And the same may be said of time also. For no part of time is enduring. And how can -what does not endure well be said to have any position? Of time it were better to say that the parts have a relative order, since one part is prior to another. And so, in like manner, of number, for numbers are prior in the counting, as one prior to two, two to three. Thus of number also we may say that the parts have a relative order but certainly have no positions. This, also, will hold
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καί 6 λόγος δἐ ωσαύτως’ ονόεν γάρ νπομίι·ει των 85 μορίων αύτοΰ, ἀλλ’ εΐρηταί τε και ονκ eoηιν fn τούτο λαβεΐν, ώστε ονκ αν εΐη θεσις των μορίων αύτοΰ, εΐγε μηδέν υπομένει, τά μιν ουν εκ θέσω εχόντων των μορίων συνεσπ^κε, τἀ δἐ ονκ εξ —-εχόντων θεσιν.
Κυρίως δε ποσά ταντα μόνα λεγεται τα ειρημίνα, βίτα δἐ άλλα πάντα κατά σνμβεβι]κός· εις ταντα γάρ άποβλεποντες καί τάΛΛα ποσά λεγομεν, οΐον πολύ το λευκόν λεγεται τω την επιφάνειαν πολλην είναι, καί η πράξις μχικρά τω γε τον χρόνον ττολύν είναι, καί ή κάρσις πολλή. ον γάρ καθ' α ντο 6 έκαστον τούτων ποσόν λεγεται. οΐον εάν άποδιόω τις πόση τις ή πράξις ἐστι, τω χρόνω όριεϊ, ενιαυσιαίαν ή οϋτω πως άποδιδονς. καί τό λευκόν ποσόν τι άποδιδούς ττ) επιφάνεια, όριεϊ· όση γάρ αν ή επιφάνεια ή, τοσουτον καί τό λευκόν φησειεν αν είναι, ώστε μόνα κυρίως καί καθ' αυτά ποσά 10 λεγεται τά είρημενα, των δε άλλων ονδεν κα(Γ αυτό, άλλ' ει άρα, koj0 σνμβεβηκός. μ-·;!’τ’ Έτι τω ποσω ούδεν εστιν εναντίον. επί μεν γάρ των άφωρισμενων φανερόν ότι ονδεν έστω ^ εναντίον, οΐον τω διπηχει ή τριπηχει ή τη επιφάνεια ή των τοιοντων τινι· ονδεν γάρ έστω αντοΐς εναντίον, ει μή άρα τό πολύ τω όλίγψ 16 φαίη τις είναι εν αίτιον ή τό μέγα τω μικρψ. τούτων δε ονδεν ἐστι ποσόν αλλά των προς τι* ουδἐν γάρ αυτό καθ* αυτό μέγα λεγεται ή μικρόν, 40
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good of speech, for the parts have no lasting existence. Pronounce them, and then they are gone, so that, since they pass out of existence, they cannot have place or position. Of quantities, then, to sum up, some consist of parts having position and others of parts that have not.
The things we have mentioned alone can be called in the strictest sense quantities. Other things that are so called are so called in a secondary sense—with an eye to some one of the former. To take an example or two. A white object is often called large, since the surface it covers is large, an action or process called long, since the time that it occupies is long. The name * quantity * cannot be given to such things as of their own right. Someone asks you * how long was that action ? ’ You mention the time that it took, as ‘ it lasted a year ’ or the like. Someone asks you ‘ how large is that white thing ? * You mention the surface it covers. As large as the surface it covers, so large, you will say, that Aviiite object. The things, then, referred to alone in themselves can be strictly called quantities ; other things thus designated can only lay claim to that name, if at all, in a secondary sense—in a sort of derivative fashion and not from their intrinsic nature.
Quantities never have contraries. This will be perfectly clear in the case of all definite quantities, whereby I mean, for example, ‘ two cubits ’ or ‘ three cubits long * or a surface or something of that sort. These, it is clear, have no contraries. But possibly someone may say, ‘ great * and * small,’ ‘ much * and ‘ little ’ are contraries. These are, however, more properly regarded as terms of relation : as such, things are not great or small. They are so
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άλλα τῷ προς ετερον άναφερεσθαι, οΐον ορος μϊ» μικρόν λεγεται, κεγχρος θε μεγάλη τω την μιν 20 των ομογενών μείζονα είναι, το δε ελαττον τῶν ομογενών, ούκοΰν προς ετερον η αναφορά, επει ειγε καθ* αυτό μικρόν η μέγα ελεγετο, ονκ αν ποτε τό μεν ορος μικρόν ελεγετο, τ) 8ε κεγχρος μεγάλη, πάλιν εν μεν τη κώμη φαμεν πολλούς ανθρώπους είναι, εν Άθηναις δε ολίγους ττολ-25 λαπλασιους αυτών όντας, και εν μεν τη οικία ποΑ-λους, εν δε τω θεάτρω ολίγους πολλώ πλείους όντας, ετι τό μεν δίπηχυ καί τριπηχυ καί έκαστον τών τοιούτων ποσόν σημαίνει, τό 8ε μέγα η μικρόν ου σημαίνει ποσόν άλλα μάλλον προς τι- προς γάρ ετερον θεωρείται τό μέγα και τό μικρόν, ώστε 80 φανερόν ότι ταύτα τών ττρός τί ἐστιν.
Έτι εάν τε τιθη τις ταΰτα ποσά εΙι·αι εάν τε μη τιθη, ούκ εστιν αύτοΐς εναντίον ονδεν ο γάρ μη εστιν αυτό καθ' αυτό λαβειν άλλα προς ετερον άναφερεται, πώς αν φαίη τις τούτω τι εναιπιον; ετι δε ει εσται τό μέγα και τό μικρόν ῖναιτία, 35 συμβησεται τό αυτό άμα τα εναντία επιδεχεσΰαι και αυτά εαυτοις είναι εναντία. συμβαίνει γάρ ποτε άμα τό αυτό μέγα τε και μικρόν είναι· Ιστι γάρ προς μεν τούτο μικρόν, προς ετερον δι τό αίηό τούτο μέγα. ώστε τό αυτό και μέγα και μικρόν κατά τον αυτόν χρόνον είναι συμβαινεί· δι ώστε άμα τα εναιτία επιδεχεσθαι.	ἀλλ* ούδίν
δοκεΐ άμα τά εναντία επιδεχεσθαι, οιον επι της ουσίας· δεκτική μεν τών εναντίων δοκεΐ είναι, άλλ* ούτι γε άμα νοσεί και υγιαίνει. ἀλλ ούδε
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by comparison only. Thus a hill is called small, a grain large ; but we really mean greater or smaller than similar things of the kind, for we look to some external standard. If such terms were used absolutely, we never should call a hill small, as we never should call a grain large. So, again, we may very well say that a village has many inhabitants, a city like Athens but few, though the latter are many times more ; or we say that a house contains many, while those in the theatre are few, though they greatly outnumber"the others. While 4 two cubits,’ 4 three cubits long * and the like, therefore, signify quantity, ‘ great,’ ‘ small ’ and the like signify not a quantity but rather a relation, implying some external standard or something above and beyond them. The latter, then, plainly are relative.
Quantities, moreover, or not, there is nothing that is contrary to them. For what is not grasped by itself but referred to some external standard—how suppose that can have any contrary ? Secondly, suppose we allow ‘ great * and ‘ small * and the like to be contraries, then the same subject, it follows, at one and the same time admits of the contrary qualifications and things to themselves will be contrary. Does it not sometimes occur that the same thing is both great and small ? As compared with one thing, it is small; it is great, as compared with another. And so the same thing simultaneously comes to be both great and small or at one and the same time admits of the contrary qualifications. But in dealing with substance we stated that nothing can thus simultaneously admit of such qualifications. Substance, no doubt, is receptive of contrary qualifications, but not in such way that a man at the same time is both
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λευκόν καί μελαν ἐστιν άμα. άλλ* ούδε των άλλοι·» δούδεν ἐστιν ο άμα τα εναντία επιδεχεται. Αία! αυτά δ* ίαιττοῖ? συμβαίνει εναντία είναι, ει γάρ ἐστι τό μέγα τῷ μικρώ εναιηίον, τό δ* αι/τἀ ἐστιν ὑμα μέγα και μικρόν, atrro εαντώ είη αν εναντίον, άλλα των αδυνάτων εστιν αυτό ϊ α. in ω ιΊιηί τι εναντίον. ούκ εστιν άρα το μέγα τω μιπρῷ εναντίον, ουδέ τό πολύ τω ολίγω. ώστε ει και ίο μη των π ρος τι τ αυτά τις ερει άλλα του ποσού, ούδεν εναντίον εξει.
« Μάλιστα δε ή εναιπιότης του ποσού περί τον τόπον δοκεΐ ύπαρχειν. τό γάρ άνω τω κάτω εναντίον τιθεασι, την προς τό μέσον χώραν κάτω λεγοντες διά τό πλείστην τω μεσιο διάστασιν προς τα περατα του κόσμου είναι, εοίκασι δἐ και τον των ιΐλλων εν αιτίων ορισμόν άπό τούτων επι-φέρειν· τά γάρ πλειστον άλλήλων διεστηκότα τών εν τω αύτώ γ εν ει εναντία ορίζονται.
80 Ου δοκέῖ δἐ τό ποσόν επιδεχεσθαι τό μάλλον και ήττον, οϊον τό δίπηχυ' ού γάρ εστιν ετερον ετερου μάλλον δίπηχυ. ούδ* επι του αριθμού, οΐον τά τρία τών πέντε ούδεν μάλλον τα τρία, ούδε τά πέντε τών τριών, ούδε χρόιος ετερος ετερου μάλλον χρόνος είναι λεγεται. ούδ* επι
• ‘ The extremities ’ apparently refers to the circumference taken a* a tchole.
h The meaning I give to this sentence the context Appear» to require. But the text must, I think, be corrupt 44
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sick and healthy, a thing black and white simultaneously. Neither can anything else be at any time thus qualified. Then, if ‘ great,’ ‘ small ’ and so forth were contrary, these to themselves would be contrary. Granted for argument's sake both that ‘ great * is the contrary of ‘ small ’ and that one and the same thing can be at the same moment both great and small, ‘ great * or * small * to itself will be contrary. This is, however, impossible : nothing to itself can be contrary. Therefore, we cannot describe ‘ great * and ‘ small,’ 1 much ’ and 1 little ’ as contraries. Neither could such terms have contraries, even though someone should call them terms not of relation but of quantity.
In dealing with space, the contention that quantity admits of a contrary seems to have most plausibility.
‘ Above * and ‘ below ’ are called contraries, when by 4 below * what is meant is the region or space at the centre. This use is, however, derived from the view that we take of the world, since it is at the extremities of the world that the distance from the centre is the greatest.® Indeed, in defining all contraries, we seem to have space in our minds. For we call those things contrary which, being also within the same class, are most distant the one from the other.
Quantities do not appear to admit of a more and a less. For example, take ‘ two cubits long.’ Now, this never admits of gradations. A thing is not two cubits long in a greater degree than another. And so, in like manner, of numbers. One three is not, so to speak, three in a greater degree than another ; one five is not, so to speak, five in a greater degree than another.6 One period of time is, moreover, not more of a time than another. Nor of any other
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Α τών ειρημενων όλως ούδενός τό μάλλον καὶ τἀ ἡντον λεγεται. ώστε και τό ποσόν ούκ επιδέχεται τό μάλλον καί το ήττον.
‘Ίδιον δἐ μάλιστα του ποσού το Ισον τε και ἄνισον λεγεσθαι. έκαστον γάρ των ειρημέιτυν ποσών ίσον τε και άνισον λέγεται, οϊον σώμα καί ΐσον καί άνισον λέγεται, και χρόίΌς και ΐσος καί so άνισος. ωσαύτως δε και ότι τών άλλων των ρηθέντων € κάστον ΐσον τε και άνισον λέγεται. των δε Λοιπών όσα μη ἐστι ποσά, ου πάνυ αν δόξαι ίσα τε και άνισα λέγεσθαι, οϊον η Ο κάθεσις ου πάνυ ΐση τε και άνισος λέγεται, άλλα μάλλον όμοια, και τό λευκόν ίσον τε και άνισον ου trow, &> ἀλλ* * ομοιον. ώστε του ποσού μάλιστα αν εΐη ίδιον τό ΐσον τε και άνισον λέγεσθαι.
VII. Π ρος τι δἐ τἀ τοιαΰτα λέγεται, όσα οστά άπερ ἐστιν έτέρων είναι λεγεται, η όπωσουν άλλως προς έτερον, οιον τό μεΐζον τονθ’ άπερ έστιν ετέρου λεγεται· τινός γάρ λεγεται μεΐζον· και τἀ διπλάσιον τοΰθ' όπερ ἐστιν ετέρου λέγεται' τιι·δς 6 b γάρ διπλάσι ον λεγεται. ωσαύτως δε και όσα άλλα τοιαΰτα. έστι δε καί τα τοιαΰτα τών πρός τι οΐον έξις, διάθεσις, αΐσθησις, επιστήμη, θέσις. πάντα γάρ τα ειρημένα αυτά άπερ ἐστιν ετερων εϊναι
• Aristotle here classifies as relatives two distinct cUmcs of terms, those said * to be of other Lhin^» * And those *aid
* to be towards something else ’ (ad aliqvid) * in some othrr manner.' He means by the former all terms with a renitire dependent upon them. This distinction cannot he brought out in the same concise manner in English. There is no single form that will cover all the uses of the genitive in Greek. The Greek genitive, for instance, expresses not only our * of * but our * than.'
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quantity mentioned can a ‘ more 1 or a ‘ less ’ be affirmed. The category, therefore, of quantity in no wise admits of degrees.
What is really peculiar to quantities is that we compare or contrast them in terms or on grounds of equality. We predicate ‘ equal,’ ‘ unequal,’ of all of the quantities mentioned. One solid is equal to another, another, per contra, unequal. We use these terms also of time in comparing the periods of it. So also of all other quantities that we have previously mentioned. Of nothing, moreover, save quantities can we affirm these two terms. For we never say this disposition is ‘ equal * to that or ‘ unequal.’ We say it is ‘ like * or ‘ unlike.’ One quality—whiteness, for instance—is never compared with another in terms or on grounds of equality. Such things are termed ‘ like ’ and ‘ unlike.’ Thus our calling something * equal,’ ‘ unequal,’ is the mark, above all marks, of quantity.
VII.	Let us now turn to Relation. We call a thing relative, when it is said to be such as it is from its being of some other thing or, if not, from its being related to something in some other way.a Thus ‘ the greater ’ is said to be greater by reference to something outside it. For, indeed, when we call a thing ‘ greater,’ we mean by that greater than something. ‘ The double ’ is called what it is from its being the double o/’something. For ‘ double ’ means double of something. And so with all terms of that kind. Other relatives also there are, such as habit, disposition, perception, position or attitude, knowledge. All these are explained by a reference to something to which they belong, and in no other way
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λέγεται και ούκ άλλο τι* ή γάρ έξις ταὸς έξις 6 λέγεται και ἡ επιστήμη τινος έπιστημη καί ἡ θέσις τινος θέσις, και τα άλλα δέ ωσαι/τιο?. πρός τι ουυ ἐστιν όσα αύτά άπερ ἐστιν ετέρων είναι λέγεται, η όπωσοΰν άλλως προς έτερον, οΐον ορος μέγα λέγεται προς έτερον προς τι γάρ μίγα λέγεται το ορος* και τό ομοιον τινι ομοιον λέγεται, ίο και τα άλλα δἐ τἀ τοιαθτα ωσαύτως προς τι λέγεται, ετι 8ε και η άνάκλισις και η στάσις καί η καθέ8ρα θέσεις τινές, η 8ε θέσις των πρός τι. τό 8ε άνακεΐσθαι η έστάναι ή καϋησθαι αυτά μεν ούκ εισι θέσεις, παρωνύμως 8έ άπό των είρημένων θέσεων λέγεται.
α 'Υπάρχει 8έ και έναντιότης εν τοῖς πρός τι, οΐον αρετή κακία εναντίον, έκάτερον ον των πρός τι, και επιστήμη άγνοια, ον πάσι 8ε τοΐς πρός τι υπάρχει τό εναντίον τω γάρ διπλασίω ον8έν ἐστιν εναντίον, ουδέ τω τριπλασίω, ουδέ των τοιούτων ονδενί.
2ο Αοκεΐ δε και τό μάλλον καί τό ἡττον έπιδέχε σθαι τά πρός τι· ομοιον γάρ και άνόμοιον μάλλον και τ)ττον λέγεται, και ίσον και άνισον μάλλον καί ηττον λέγεται, έκάτερον αυτών πρός τι ον τό τε γάρ ομοιον τινι ομοιον λέγεται και τό άνόμοιον τινι 2 άνόμοιον. ου πάντα δε τά πρός τι επιδέχεται το μάλλον καί ηττον τό γάρ διπλάσιαν ου λέγεται μάλλον καί ·έγττον διπλάσιον, ουδέ των τοιούτων k r ούδέν.
ΤΙάντα 8έ τά πρός τι πρός άντιστρέφόντα λέγεται, β οΐον 6 δούλος δεσπότου δούλος λέγεται και ο V δεσπότης δούλου δεσπότης, καί τό διπλάσιον ήμίσεος διπλάσιον καί τό ημισυ διπλάσιου ημισυ, 48
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whatsoever. A habit is a habit of something, knowledge is knowledge of something, position position of something. We speak, then, of relative terms, when a thing’s being such as it is is explained by a genitive following or else by some phrase or expression designed to bring out the relation. For instance, we call a hill ‘ large,’ meaning large as compared with another. By such a comparison only it is that a hill is called ‘ large.’ So we call a thing ‘ similar,’ ‘ like ’—‘ like * or 4 similar ’ to something else. It is thus with all terms of that nature. This also we notice in passing : while lying and standing and sitting are really specific positions, position itself is a relative. To lie and to stand and to sit, these are not themselves really positions ; their names are, however, derived from the attitudes just now referred to.
Relatives sometimes have contraries. Virtue is contrary to vice, either term itself being a relative ; knowledge to ignorance also. By no means all relative terms can, however, be said to have contraries. ‘ Double ’ and 4 triple * have none, nor, indeed, any terms of that sort.
Relatives also, it seems, may admit of degrees in some cases, as ‘ like/ ‘ unlike,’ ‘ equal,’ ‘ unequal/ which all may have ‘ more * or ‘ less * added, while each is a relative term. For by ‘ like * we mean like something else and by ‘ unlike * unlike something else. It is not the case, nevertheless, that all relatives admit of degrees. We do not say 4 more ’ or 4 less double,’ and so with all terms of that kind.
All relatives have their correlatives. ‘ Slave * means the slave of a master, and ‘ master/ in turn, implies slave. 4 Double ’ means double its half, just as ‘ half * means the half of its double. By ‘ greater,’
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καί τό μεῖζον ελάττονος μεΐζον καί τ6 ελαττον μείζονος ελαττον. ωσαύτως δε καί «ττι των άλλων, πλήν τη πτώσει ενίοτε διοίσε ι κατά τὴν 85 λεξιν, olov η επιστήμη επιστητού λεγεται επιστήμη καί το επιστητόν επιστήμη επιστητόν, καί ή αισθησις αισθητού αισθησις και τό αισθητόν αίσθήσει αισθητόν.
Ου μήν αλλ’ ενίοτε ου δόζει άιτιστρεφειν, εάν μή οίκείως προς ο λε'γεται άποδοθη, αλλά δι· αμάρτη 6 άποδιδούς, οΐον τό πτερον εάν άποδοθη ορνιθος, ούκ άχτιστρεφει όρνις πτερού, ου γάρ οίκείως τό πρώτον άποδεδοται πτερον ορνιθος* ου 7 λ γάρ fj ορνις, ταύτη τό πτερον αυτού λεγεται, αλλ* fj πτερωτόν ἐστι· πολλών γάρ καί άλλων πτερά ἐστιν, α ούκ είσιν όρνιθες. ώστε εάν άποδοθη οίκείως, και αντιστρέφει, οΐον τό πτερον πτερωτού πτερον καί τό πτερωτόν πτερώ πτερωτόν.
5 Έυιοτε δε καί όνοβατυποιείν ίσως αναγκαίου, εάν μή κείμενον ή όνομα 7ῳο£ ο οίκείως αν άπο· δοθείη, οΐον τό πηδαήιQY. του πλοίου εάν άποδοθη, ούκ οικεία ή άπόδοσις γίνεται· οι) γάρ ή πλοίον, ίο ταύτη αύτού τό ττηδάλιον λε'γεται · ίστι γάρ πλοία ών ούκ εστι Ίτηδάλια. διό ούκ άχτιστρεφει· το γάρ πλοίον ού λεγεται πηδαλίου πλοίον. άλλ* ίσως οίκειοτερα αν ή άπόδοσις εΐη, ει οΰτω πως άποδοθείη, τό πηδάλιον πηδαλιωτού ττηδάλιον, ή όπωσούν άλλως· όνομα γάρ ού κείται. καί α ιτ ι-15 στρεφει γε, εάν οίκείως άποδοθη· τό γάρ πήδα-50
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again, we mean greater than this or that thing which is less, by ‘ less ’ less than that which is greater. So it is with all relative terms. On occasions, however, the case or grammatical inflexion will differ. Knowledge is thus of the knowable ; the knowable is knowable by knowledge. Perception is ο/’the perceptible, which is perceived by perception.
At times the correlation, however, will not manifestly appear—namely, when a mistake has been made and the correlate itself wrongly stated. If yon call a wing wing of a bird, then will no correlation appear ; wing and bird are, I mean, not correlative. The wrong term was used at the outset in calling it wing of a bird. For the wing is the wing of a bird, when considered as winged, not as bird. Many other things, not birds, are winged. When, however, the right terms are used, the correlation will forthwith appear, as when, for example, we say that a wing is a wing of the winged and the winged thing is winged by a wing. Wing belongs to the winged of necessity.
At times there is no word in Greek that λυτΙΙ rightly bring out the correlation. Then, I think, we must coin a new word. Let us take, for example, a rudder. We may say this belongs to a boat. ‘ To a boat ’ is, however, inappropriate and fails to bring out the correlation. Not, indeed, to the boat viewed as boat does the rudder belong of necessity. Are there not boats without rudders ? Thus rudder and boat are not reciprocal. ‘ Boat ’ is not ‘ boat of a rudder,’ as rudder is rudder of a boat. Since no proper term now exists, we must coin one to suit the occasion and speak with more accuracy thus—the rudder is rudder of ‘ the ruddered.’ And, if we express ourselves thus, then at least will the terms be reciprocal. That is to
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λιωτόν πηδαλίω ττηδαλιωτόν. ωσαύτως δἐ και επί των άλλων, οΐον η κεφ>αλη οίκειοτερως αν άποδοθείη κεφαλωτού η ζώου αποδιδόμενη* ου yap f, ζωον, κεφαλήν εχει- πολλά γάρ των ζώων κεφαλήν ούκ εχει. ο vt ω δἐ ρα στα αν Ισιος η ς 20 λάβοι οΐς μη κεΐται ονόματα, ει από των πρώτων και τοΐς προς αυτά άιτκττρεφουσι τιθείη τά ονόματα, ώσπερ επί των προειρημενών από του πτερού το πτερωτόν καί από του πηδαλίου το πηδαλιωτόν.
Π ἄντα ονν τα π ρος τι, εάν περ οικείιος άπο· διδάηαι, προς άντιστρεφοιπα λεγεται, επεί εάν γε 25 προς τό τυχόν άποδιδώται καί μη προς αυτό ο λεγεται, ούκ άχτιστρεφει. λέγω δι ότι ούδϊ τῶ»· όμο^ογουμενως προς άχτιστρεφοχτα λεγομένων, καί ονομάτων αύτοΐς κείμενων, ούδεν αντιστρέφει, εάν πρός τι των σνμβεβηκότων αποδίδωται καί μη πρός αυτό δ λεγεται, οΐον ό δούλος εάν μη 80 δεσπότου άποδοθη άλλ* ανθρώπου η δίποδος η ότουοΰν των τοιούτων, ούκ άιτιστρεφει- ού γάρ οικεία η άπόδοσίς εστιν. ετι δ* εάν μεν τι οίκείως άποδεδομενον ῄ πρός ο λεγεται, πάντων περί· αιρουμενων των άλλων όσα σνμβεβηκάτα εστί, καταλε ι πο μενού δε μόνου τούτου πρός ο άπεδόΰη 85 οίκείως, αει πρός αύτό ρηθήσεται, οΐον ό δούλος εάν πρός δεσπότην λεγηται, περιαιρουμενων των άλλων απάντων όσα συμβεβηκότα εστί τω δε-
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say, what is ruddered is ruddered by means of its rudder. So also in all other cases. A head will be better defined as correlative of that which is ‘ headed,’ not, loosely, as head of an animal. Animals, simply as animals, do not have heads of necessity. Many, indeed, have no heads. We may thus, I think, best understand to what this or that thing is related, where no name at present exists, if we take the thing having a name and then, coining another name from it, apply it to the former’s correlative just as we coined ‘ winged ’ and * ruddered ’ above from the names ‘ wing * and ‘ rudder.’
Thus all relatives are referred to their correlates, provided they are rightly defined. I must add this proviso because, if the correlate happens to be stated in casual, inaccurate fashion, the terms cannot well be reciprocal. Let me explain what I-mean. Even where the right names do exist and the things are admittedly correlates, no correlation appears, when we give one of these two a name that in no way brings out the relation and has some irrelevant meaning. Let * slave ’ be defined in relation to ‘ man ’ or to ‘ biped ’ or what not, instead of its being defined (as it should be) by reference to ‘ master,’ then no correlation appears, for the reference is really inaccurate. Again, let us grant that two things are correlative one with another and that the correct term is used for the purpose of stating the second. Although we remove all its other—I mean, its irrelevant—attributes, leaving that only in virtue of which it was called the correlative, then will the said correlation be, none the less, found to exist. The correlative of ‘ slave,’ for example, is properly said to be * master.* Suppose we remove all his other—I mean, his irre-
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σπότη, οΐον το δίποδι efvai καί το επιστήμης δεκτικά) καί το άνθρώπω, καταλειπομεΐΌν δε μόνον τον δεσπότην είναι, αει 6 δούλος προς αντο 7 b ρηθησεται’ 6 γάρ δούλος δεσπότου δούλος λεγεται.
Έάν δε' γε μη οίκείως άποόοθή προς δ ποτε λεγεται, περιαιρουμενων μιν τών άλλων, κατά-Αειπομενου δε μόνου τού προς δ άπεδόΰη, ου ρηθησεται προς αυτό, άποδεδόσθω γάρ 6 δούλος ανθρώπου και τό πτερον δρνιθος, καί περιηρήσθω δ του ανθρώπου το δεσπότην αυτόν είναι· ον γάρ ετι ό δονλος προς άνθρωπον ρηθησεται’ μη γάρ οντος δεσπότου ονδε δουλόί ἐστιν, ωσαύτως και τού δρνιθος περιηρήσθω το πτερωτώ ιϊναΐ’ ον γάρ ετι εσται τό πτερον τών π ρος τι* μη γάρ δντος πτερωτού ούδε πτερον εσται τοός. ίο Ὀστε δεῖ μεν άποδιδόναι προς δ ποτε οίκείως λεγεται. καν μεν δνομα ή κείμενον, ρηώία η άπόδοσις γίνεται’ μη δντος δε άιηγκαΐον ίσως όνοματοποιεΐν. ούτω δε αποδιδόμενων φανερόν δτι πάντα τα πρός τι προς άντιστρεφοντα λε'γεται. 15 Αοκεΐ δε τα πρός τι άμα τη φύσει είναι, καί επί μεν τών πλείστων αληθές ἐστιν. άμα γάρ διπλάσιάν τε ἐστι καί ημισν, καί ημίθεος δντος διπλάσιάν ἐστι* κ αι δεσπότου οντος δούλάς ἐστι, καί δούλου διτος δεσπότης ἐστίν ομοίως δε τού-20 τοι? καί τα άλλα, καί συναναιρεΐ δε ταΰτα άλληλα· μη γάρ δντος διπλάσιου ούκ ἐστιν ημιετυ, καί ημίσεος μη δντος ούκ εστι διπλάσιου· ωσαύτως καί επί τών άλλων όσα τοιαύτα. ούκ επί πάντων δε τών πρός τι αληθές δοκεΐ το άμα τη φύσει
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levant—attributes, such as his being ‘ two-footed/ ‘ receptive of knowledge * or ‘ human,’ and leave but his being ‘ a master,’ then 1 slave ’ will be still the correlative, ‘ slave ’ meaning slave of a master.
On the other hand, let us suppose one correlative named incorrectly. Then, if we strip off its attributes, saving that only in virtue of which it was called a correlative, all correlation will vanish. Let ‘ a slave ’ be defined as * a man’s ’; let * a wing ’ be defined as * a bird’s.’ Take the attribute ‘ master * from * man * : then, indeed, the correlation subsisting between * man ’ and ‘ slave * will have vanished. No master, in short, then no slave. Take the attribute 4 winged ’ from ‘ the bird.’ Then the wing will no more be a relative : nought will there now be a wing of, the bird being no longer winged.
And so, to sum up, we must state all correlative terms with exactness. If a name is already to hand, then the statement will prove to be easy. If no name already exists, then I think it our duty to coin one. It is clear, when the names are correct, that all relative terms are correlative.
Correlatives are commonly held to come into existence together, and this for the most part is true, as, for instance, of double and half. That a half exists means that the double of which it is half must exist. The existence of a master involves the existence also of a slave. If a slave exists, then must a master. And so in all similar cases. Moreover, this holds of them also: to cancel one cancels the other. For instance, no double, no half, and, per contra, no half, then no double : and so with all similar terms. However, the view that correlatives come into being together does not appear true at all times, for it
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είναι' το γαρ επιστητόν πρότερον αν θος tit της Επιστήμης είναι, ως γάρ επί τ6 πολύ προϋπ-2ό αρχόντων των πραγμάτων τάς επιστήμας λαμ-βάνομεν ἐπ* ολίγων γάρ άν ή επ* οόδενός JSoi τι? αν άμα τω επιστητώ την Επιστήμην γννομόνην.
Έτι τό μεν Επιστητόν άιη,ψεθεν σνιαιαιρει την επιστήμην, ή δἐ επιστήμη το επιστητόν ου συν-αναιρεί* επιστητού μεν γάρ μή όιτος ούκ εστιν επι-Βθ στήμη (ούδενός γάρ εσται επιστήμη), επιστήμης δε μή ούσης οόδἐν κωλύει επιστητόν that, otov και 6 τού κύκλου τετραγωνισμός είγε εστιν επιστητόν, επιστήμη μεν αυτού ούκ ῖστιν ούόεπω, αυτός δε επιστητόν εστιν. ετι ζφου μεν άν-αιρεθεντος ούκ εσται επιστήμη, των δ* επιστητών πολλά ενδεχεται είναι.
85 'Ομοίως δε τούτοις και τά επί της αίσθησεως εχει. τό γάρ αισθητόν πρότερον της αίσΟήσεως δοκει είναι. τό μεν γάρ αισθητόν ὼ·αιρεθεν συναναιρεΐ την αίσθησιν, ή δε αισθησις τό αισθητόν ου συναναιρεΐ. αι γάρ αισθήσεις περί σώμα και εν σώματί είσιν, αισθητού δἐ άναιρεθεντος ἐναχ-8» ρεΐται και τό σώμα (των γάρ αισθητών το σώμα), σώματος δε μή οντος αναιρείται καί ή αΧετθησις, ώστε συναναιρεΐ τό αισθητόν τήν αίσθησιν. ή δε γε αισθησις τό αισθητόν ού συναναιρεΐ· ζώου γάρ άναιρεθεντος αισθησις μεν αι·αιρειται, αισθητόν 5 δε εσται, οΐον σώμα, θερμόν, γλυκύ, πικρόν, και τάλλα πάντα οσα εστιν αισθητά.
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seems that the object of knowledge is prior to, exists before, knowledge. We gain knowledge, commonly speaking, of things that already exist, for in very few cases or none can our knowledge have come into being along with its own proper object.
Should the object of knowledge be removed, then the knowledge itself will be cancelled. The converse of this is not true. If the object no longer exists, there can no longer be any knowledge, there being now nothing to know. If, however, of this or that object no knowledge has yet been acquired, yet that object itself may exist. Take the squaring of the circle, for instance, if that can be called such an object. Although it exists as an object, the knowledge does not yet exist. If all animals ceased to exist, there would then be no knowledge at all, though there might in that case, notwithstanding, be still many objects of knowledge.
The same may be said of perception. The obj ect, I mean, would appear to be prior to the act of perception. Suppose that you cancel the perceptible ; you cancel the perception as well. Τake away or remove the perception, the perceptible still may exist. For the act of perception implies or involves, first, a body perceived, then a body in which it takes place. Therefore, if you remove the perceptible, body itself is removed, for the body itself is perceptible. And, body not being existent, perception must cease to exist. Take away the perceptible, then, and you take away also perception. But the taking away of perception does not take such objects away. If the animal itself is destroyed, then perception is also destroyed. But per-ceptibles yet will remain,such as body, heat, sweetness and bitterness and everything else that is sensible.
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Έτι ή μῖν αισθησις άμα τώ αισθητικώ γίνεται· άμα γάρ τω ζωω γίνεται και αισθησις* το 3/ γε αισθητόν ἐστι και ττ ρο τον ζώον η αΐσθησιν είναι·
\	Ι «Α	%	%	m	»>	%	%
ττνρ γαρ και νόωρ και τα τοιαι/τα, €ς ων και το ίο ζωον σννίσταται, εστι και προ τον ζωον άλως εΐναι η αΐσθησιν, ώστε πρότερον αν της αισθησεως τό αισθητόν εΐναι δόξειεν.
"Εχει 8ε απορίαν πότερον ονδεμία ονσία των 15 πρός τι λεγεται, καθάπερ δοκεΐ, η τοθτο ενδεχεται κατά τινας των δεύτερων ουσιών. επι μεν γαρ των πρώτων ουσιών αληθές ἐστιν· οὔτε γαρ τὸ ολα οντε τα μέρη πρός τι λεγεται. 6 γάρ τις άνθρωπος ου λεγεται τινός τις άνθρωπος, ουδἐ ό τις βονς τινός τις βονς. ώσαι/τως δἐ και τα μέρη· 20 ή γάρ τις χειρ ου λεγεται τινός τις χειρ άλλα τινος χειρ, και η τις κεφαλή ου λεγεται τιι·ος τις κεφαλή αλλά τινος κεφαλή, ωσαύτως δε και Ιπι των δεύτερων ουσιών, επί γε τών πλείστων, οΐον ό άνθρωπος ου λεγεται τινός άνθρωπος, ούδϊ 6 βοΰς τινός βονς, ούδε τό ξύλον τιι·ος ξύλον, αλλά 25 τινος κτήμα λεγεται. επί μεν ουν τών τοιοντων φανερόν οτι ούκ εστι τών πρός τι* ἐπ* εν ίων δε τών δεύτερων ουσιών εχει άμφισβήτησιν, οΐον ή κεφαλή τινός λεγεται κεφαλή και ή χειρ τινος λεγεται χειρ και έκαστον τών τοιοΰτων, ώστε ταΰτα τών πρός τι δόξειεν αν είναι, ει μεν ουν 80 ίκανώς ό τών πρός τι ορισμός άποδεδοται, ή τών
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Perception, further, comes into being along with the subject perceiving—that is, with the live thing itself. The perceptible, however, is prior to the animal and to perception. For such things as water and fire, out of which are composed living beings, exist before any such beings and prior to all acts of perception. The perceptible, so we conclude, would appear to be prior to perception.
The view that no substance is relative—a view that is commonly held—would appear to be open to question. Exception, perhaps, should be made in the case of some secondary substances. Doubtless, the view we refer to holds good of the primary substance, for neither the wholes nor the parts of first substances ever are relative. This man or that ox, for example, is never defined with a reference to something beyond or outside. And the same also holds of their parts. Thus a certain hand or head is not said to be a certain hand of someone or other, a certain head of someone or other. We call them the hand and the head of this specified person or that. So, too, with the secondary substances, at least with the vast generality. Species, like ‘ man,’ ‘ ox * and so forth, are never defined with a reference to something beyond or outside them. Neither is ‘ wood ’ so defined, and, if wood is regarded as relative, then is it so as a property, belonging to someone or other, and not in its character of wood. It is evident, then, in such cases that substance can hardly be relative. Opinions, however, may differ in the case of some secondary substances. Thus we define * head ' and ‘ hand * in the light of the wholes they belong to, and so these might seem to be relative. Indeed, it would prove very hard, not to say an impossible task,
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πάνυ χαλεπών η τών αδυνάτων ιστι το &«ῖ£αι ιος ούδεμία ουσία τών προς τι λάγιται* εἰ δἐ μὴ J ίκανώς, ἀλλ* ίστι τἀ προς τι οΐς το ίΐναι ταύτάν ἐστι τω ττ ρος τί πως ἐχειν, ίσως αν ρηθ<ιη τι προς αυτά. 6 δι πρότερος ορισμοί παρακολουθιι 85 μεν πάσι τοῖ? προς τι, ου μην ταύτάν γΐ «m τῷ πρῖς τι αότοῖ? εΓναι τό αυτά άπ(ρ ἐστιν άτάρων λίγζσθαι.
Έκ δἐ τοὑτιυν δηλόν ἐστιν ότι «\£ν Π9 €ὦῇ ΤΙ ώρισμάνως τών π ρος τι, κάχεῖνο προς δ λίγτται ώρισμάνως εἷαεται. φανερόν μιν οὐν καί ἐ£ αυτών €στίν. €ΐ γάρ οϊδί τις τάδε τι οτι ίστι τών ττρός 8 b τι, ίστι δἐ τό εΓυαι τοι? π ρος τι ταύτδν τῷ ν ρος τί πως ίχειν, κἐκεῖνο οΓ5ε πρός ό τοΰτό πως ἔχ€4· ει γάρ οι)* οίδεν δλως προς δ τοΰτά πως ῖμι, ούδ* ει πρός τί πως δχ€ΐ είσεται. *αι (πι τών καθ* €καστα Bi δῆλον τό τοιοΰτον, olov τό6* τι <ἰ οβ« 6 άφωρισμάνως οτ ι ἐστι διπλάσιου, καί οτου δι· πλάσιόν ἐστιν (ύθύς άφωρισμάνως oTBcv ti γαρ μηδ€νδς τών άφωρισμίνων οΓόεν αὐτό διπλάσιου, οόδ* €t διπλάσιάν ἐστιν όλα;? οΐΒ<ν. ωσαύτως δἐ και τάδε τι ει οΐδίν ότι κάλλιάν ἐστι, και στου κάλλιον ἐστιν €υθύς άφωρισμάνως αναγκαίου €ι-ιο δίναι διά ταίττα. οὐτ άορίστως Bi «Γσεται ὕη τούτο ἐστι χ€ΐρονος κάλλιον ύπάληφις γάρ τδ
• There seems to be something wrong here with the text. 60
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thus to show that no substance is relative, if we correctly defined what was meant by a relative term. On the other hand, if we were wrong, if those things are true relatives only, whose very existence consists in their being in some way or other related to some other object, then something, I think, might be said. The former definition applies to all relatives beyond any doubt; but the fact that a thing is explained by a reference to something outside it is not the same thing as to say that it is of necessity relative.0
From what we have said this is plain : if a relative is definitely known, that to which it is relative also will then be as definitely known. What is more, we may call this self-evident. Provided, that is, that you know a particular thing to be relative, relatives being those objects whose very existence consists in their being in some way or other related to some other thing, then you know what that other thing is to which that thing itself is related. For if you did not know at all that to which it is somehow related, you could not so much as know whether it was or it was not a relative. Take some particular instances ; then will the point be quite clear. For suppose that you definitely know a particular thing to be ‘ double ’; then at once will you definitely know also that thing of which it is double. You cannot know that it is double without knowing that it is double of something specific and definite. Again, if you definitely know a particular thing is more beautiful, at once must you definitely know that than which it is reckoned more beautiful. Thus you will not vaguely know that particular thing has more beauty than something possessing less beauty. For that would be mere
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τοιοΰτο γίνεται, ούκ επιστήμη' ον γάρ ετι ακριβώς είσεται οτι ἐστι χείρονος κάλλιον. ει γαρ όντως ετυχεν, ούδεν ἐστι χείρον αι/του. ώεττε φανερόν οτι άναγκαΐόν εστιν, ο αν είόή τις των προς τι 15 άφωρισμενως, κάκεινο ττρος ο λεγεται αφωρι· σ μεν ως είδεναι.
Την δί γε κεφαλήν και την χεΐρα και έκαστον των τοιοντω ν, α είσιν ουσία ι, αύτο μεν οττερ terra ώρισμενως εστιν είδεναι, τρος ο δι λεγεται, ούκ αναγκαίου, τιι·ος γαρ αντη η κεφαλή η τινος η -O χειρ, ούκ εστιν είδεναι ώρισμενως. ώστε ούκ αν είη ταΰτα των τ ρος τι. ει δε μη εστι ταυτα των ττρδς τι, αληθές αν είη λέγειν οτι ούδεμία ουσία των π ρος τί εστιν. ίσως δἐ χαλεπόν υπέρ των τοιούτων σφοδρώς άποφαίνεσθαι μη πολλάκις irr· εσκεμμενον τό μέντοι Τηηπορηκει·αι εφ* έκαστου αυτών ούκ άχρηστόν εστιν.
25 VIII. Ποιότητα δε λέγω καθ* ήν ποιοι τινες· εΐναι λεγοιται. εστι δε η ποιότης των ττλεοναχώ< λεγομένων, εν μεν ονν είδος ποιότητος έξις καί διάθεσις λεγεσθωσαν. διαφέρει δε έξις διαθεσεως τω πολύ χρονιεοτερον είναι και μονιμώτερον. τοιαΰται δε αι τε επιστημαι κα^ αί αρεταί' η τε 30 γάρ επιστήμη δοκεΐ των παραμόνιμων εΐναι και δυσκίνητων, εάν και μετρίως τις επιστήμην λάβη, εαν περ μη μεγάλη μεταβολή γενηται νπο νόσου η άλλου τινος τοιούτον ωσαύτως δε και η αρετή, οΐον ή δικαιοσύνη και ή σωφροσύνη και έκαστον so των τοιούτων, ούκ εύκίνητον δοκεΐ εΐναι ούδ* 62
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supposition and not really knowledge at all; you would no longer certainly know that a thing was possessed of more beauty than something possessed of less beauty. For, indeed, it might happen that nothing existed possessing less beauty. From all this, I think, it is plain that a definite knowledge of relatives means a like knowledge of those things whereto they stand in a relation.
Yet a head or a hand is a substance, and men can have definite knowledge what such things essentially are, though without of necessity knowing to what they are also related. For whose is this head or this hand, that they cannot determinately know. But, if so, we are forced to conclude that these things and their like are not relatives, and, this being so, it would be true to affirm that no substance is relative. I think it is no easy matter to dogmatize over such problems without more exhaustive inquiry. To bring up the points in detail is, however, not itself wholly useless.
VIII.	To quality let us turn next. By ‘ quality ’ I mean that in virtue of which men are called such and such. The word ‘ quality ’ has many senses. Let habits and dispositions here constitute one kind of quality. The former are unlike the latter in being more lasting and stable. Comprised among what we call ‘ habits * are virtues and all kinds of knowledge. For knowledge is considered as lasting and hard to displace from the mind, though a man may, in fact, have acquired it in only a moderate measure, unless some great change should come over him, thanks to disease or the like. And the same will hold good of the virtues—for instance, of temperance, justice. For these are allowed on all hands
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εύμετάβολον. διαθεσεις δε λεγονται α Ιστιν <ὑ· κινητά και ταχύ μεταβάλλοντα, οΓον θερμότης καί κατάφυξις και νόσος καί ύγίεια καί όσα άλλα τοιαΰτα· διακειται μιν γάρ πως κατάταυτας ο άνθρωπος, ταχύ δε μεταβάλλει ἐ α θερμού ψυχρος 9 a γενόμενος και εκ τον νγιαίνειν εις τό νοσεΐν, ωσαύτως δε και ἐπι των άλλων, (ι μη τις καί αυτών τούτων τνγχάνοι δια ^μὁιχ)υ πλήθος ήδη πεφυσιωμένη και ανίατος ή πάνυ δυσκίνητος ουσα, ήν άν τις ίσως εξιν ηδη προσαγορεύοι. φανερόν δ δε ότι ταΰτα βούλονται εξεις λέγειν, α ἐστι πολύ· χρονιώτερα καί δυσκινητότερα· τούς γάρ των Ιπι· στημών μη πάνυ κατεχόιτας ἀλλ* ευκίνητους όιτας ου φασιν εξιν εχειν, καίτοι διάκεινταί γε πως κατά την επιστήμην ή χείρον ή βελτιον. ώστε διαφέρει &ς διαθεσεως τω την μεν εύκίνητον είναι, την δἐ ίο πολυχρονιωτεραν τε και δυσκινητοτεραν. είσι δὶ αι μεν εξεις και διαθέσεις, αι δε διαθέσεις ούκ εξ ανάγκης εξεις· οι μεν γάρ εξεις εχοντες και διάκεινταί γε πως κατ' αντάς, οι δε διακείμενοι ού πάντως και εξιν ε^ουσιν.
Έτερον δε γένος ποιότητος καθ' ο πυκτικούς η Ιδ δρομικούς ή υγιεινούς ή νοσώδεις λεγομεν, και απλώς όσα κατά δύναμιν φυσικήν ή αδυναμίαν λεγεται. ού γάρ τω διακεΐσθαί γε πως έκαστον τών τοιούτων ποιον λεγετα ι, αλλά τω δύναμιν 20 όχειν φυσικήν ή αδυναμίαν του ποίησαι τι ραδιως
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to be hard to dislodge or displace. Dispositions, however, are qualities easy to move or to change, such as heat, cold, disease, health and so on. A man is disposed in some manner according to all such conditions but rapidly undergoes change. Being warm, he may soon become cold ; being well, he may soon become sick. So it is with all other dispositions, unless one should chance to become second nature through long lapse of time, proving either inveterate or else, at the least, very hard to displace, when we might, I think, call it a habit.
Those qualities, then, it is clear, men incline to denominate ‘ habits,’ which are by their nature more lasting and are the more hard to displace. Those who cannot at all master knowledge and are of a changeable temper are scarcely described nowadays as possessing the ‘ habit * of knowing, although we may say that their minds, when regarded from that point of view, are disposed in a way towards knowledge—I mean, in a better or worse. Thus is habit unlike disposition ; the former is lasting and stable, the latter soon undergoes change. Habits are also dispositions ; dispositions are not always habits. While those who have habits are disposed in some manner or other in consequence, those who are some way disposed have by no means in each case a habit.
By the next kind of quality I mean that which leads us to speak of good boxers, good runners, the healthy or sickly. Indeed, it will cover all terms that denote any natural capacity, any innate incapacity. Not from their being disposed or conditioned in this or that manner, but rather from having a power, which is natural, innate or inborn, or, it may be, the lack of such power to achieve this or that
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η μηδέν πάσχειν, olov πνκτικοί ή δρομικοϊ ον τῷ 20 διακεισθαί πως λε'γονται άλλα τω δύναμιν εχειν φυσικήν τοΰ ποίησαι τι ραδίως, νγκιιοι δἐ λέγονται τω δύναμιν εχειν φυσικήν τοΰ μηδέν πάσχειν ύπο των τυχόντων ραδίως, νοσώδεις δἐ τω αδυναμίαν εχειν φυσικήν τοΰ μηδέν πάσχειν ραδίως υπό των 26 τυχόντων. ομοίως δε τούτοις και τό σκληρόν και το μαλακόν εχει’ τό μεν γαρ σκληρόν λεγεται τω δύναμιν εχειν τοΰ μη ραδίως διαιρεϊσθαι, τό δἐ μαλακόν τω αδυναμίαν εχειν τοΰ αύτοΰ τούτου.
Τρίτον δε γένος ποιότητος παθητικοί ποιότητες και πάθη, ἐστι δε τα. τοιάδε οιον γλυκύτης τε και so πικρότης και στρυφνότης και πάιτα τα. τουτοις συγγενή, ετι δε θερμότης καί φνχρότης και λευ· κότης και μελανία, ότι μεν ονν αύται ποιότητάς είσι, φανερόν τα. γαρ δεδεγμε'να αύτα ποια, λεγεται κατ* αυτός, οιον τό μέλι τω γλυκύτητα δεδεχθαι γλυκύ λεγεται και τό σώμα λευκόν τω λευκότητα 85 δεδεχθαι’ ωσαύτως δε και επί των άλλων εχει.
Παθητικαι δε ποιότητες λέγονται ου τω αυτό 9 b τα δεδεγμενα ταις ποιότητας πεπονθεναι τι* ούτε γα,ρ τό μέλι τω πεπονθεναι τι λεγεται γλυκύ, ούτε των άλλων των τοιούτων ούδε'ν. ομοίως δἐ του· τοις και ή θερμότης καί ή φνχρότης παθητικοί δ ποιότητες λέγονται ου τω αύτα τα δεδεγμενα πεπονθεναι τι, τω δε κατο, τἀ? αισθήσεις εκάστην των είρημενων ποιοτήτων πάθους είναι ποιητικήν παθητικαι ποιότητες λέγονται’ η τε γαρ γλυκύτης 66
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thing with ease or avoid a defeat of some kind, do we say men possess such a quality. We call men good boxers or runners not in virtue of some disposition but owing to a natural capacity to do this or that thing with ease. When we speak of the healthy, we mean that such people have powers of resistance, ready, innate, constitutional, against all the commoner ills ; when we speak of the sickly, we mean those who seem to possess no such powers. It is ihus, too, with hardness and softness. We predicate hardness of that \vhich resists ready disintegration and softness of that which does not.
To continue, the third class contains passive qualities and also affections. Examples are sweetness and bitterness, sourness and all things akin to them ; such, too, are coldness and warmth ; such are whiteness and blackness and so on. It is evident all these are qualities, seeing that the things that possess them are in consequence called such and such. Just as honey itself contains sweetness and, therefore, is said to be sweet, so the body itself contains whiteness and, therefore, is said to be white. So it is in all similar cases.
The qualities that we call passive are not, indeed, given that name to denote that the things which possess them are thereby in some way affected or undergo change in themselves. Thus we call honey sweet, as we said ; but we do not imply that the honey itself is in some way affected. And so with all similar cases. Again, if we take heat and cold, though we call all such qualities passive, we do not imply that the things which admit or possess them are passive. We mean that the qualities mentioned can, one and all, cause a sensation. The sense, for
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πάθος τι κατά τὴν γευσιν εμποιεί καὶ ἡ θερμότης κατά την άφην. ομοίως δε καί αι άλλαι. ίο Αευκότης δἐ και μελανία και αι άλλαι χροιαΐ ου τον αντον τρόπον τ οΐς ειρημε'νοις παθητικοί ποιότητες λέγονται, αλλά τῷ αντος ἐπἀ πάθους γεγουεναι. οτι μεν οΰν γίνονται 3ιά πάθος πολλοί μεταβολαί χρωμάτων, δῆλον αίσχυιθεις γάρ τις ερυθρός εγενετο και φοβηθείς ώχρόςί και έκαστον 15 των τοιοιττων ώστε και ει τις φνσεΤ των τοιοντων τι παθών πεπονθεν εκ τινων φυσικών συμπτωμάτων, την όμοίαν χροιάν εικός ἐστιν εχειν αυτόν ητις γάρ νυν εν τω αίσχυνθηναι διάθεσις τών περί τό σώμα εγενετο, και κατά φυσικήν σνστασιν ή αυτή γενοιτ αν, ώστε φύσει και την χροιάν όμοίαν to γίγνεσθαι, όσα μεν ονν τών τοιοντων συμπτωμάτων από τινων παθών Βυσκιντγτων και παραμόνιμων την άρχτ)ν εΐληφε, παθητικοί ποιότητες λέγονται, είτε γάρ εν τη κατά φνσιν σνστάσει ώχρότης η μελανία γεγενηται, ποιότητες λέγονται (ποιοι γάρ κατά ταύτας λεγόμεθα), είτε διά νόσον 25 μακράν η διά καύμα τό αυτό τούτο σνμβεβηκεν ώχρότης η μελανία, και μη ραδίως άποκαθίστανται η καί διά βίου παραμενουσι, ποιότητες και αυτοί λέγονται' ομοίως γάρ ποιοι κατά τ αντος λεγόμεθα. ι "Οσα δε άπό ραδίως διαλυόμενων καί ταχύ άπο· καθιστάμενων γίνεται, πάθη λεγεται, ποιότητες δἐ eo οὔ* ου γάρ λέγονται ποιοι τινες κατά τ αντος. 68
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example, of taste is affected by sweetness or sourness, by coldness or warmth that of touch. So it is with all qualities like them.
All colours, as whiteness or blackness, are qualities also and passive, but not in the same sense, however, as those we have hitherto mentioned. We give them that name from the fact that they spring from affections or passions. There are numerous changes of colour that clearly arise from affections. When men are ashamed, then they blush ; when alarmed, they turn pale and so on. So much is this really the case that, I think, when a man is by nature disposed towards shame or alarm as arising from a certain concomitance of bodily elements in him, we may not unfairly conclude that he takes on the corrrespond-ing colour. For that state of the bodily elements which for the moment accompanied the feeling of shame or alarm might very well also result from his physical organization, and thus a like colour might also arise in the process of nature. All states of this kind may be, therefore, included among passive qualities, seeing their source can be found in some constant and lasting affection. For whether their source can be found in the bodily organization or in long disease or sunburn, when they cannot be lightly removed and may even endure throughout life, yet a pale and a dusky complexion are always called qualities by us, because we are called such and such from our having that pallor or duskiness.
Conditions, however, arising from causes soon rendered inoperative, if not entirely removed, will be known as affections, not qualities, seeing that no one is called such and such on account of those con-
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ούτε γάρ 6 ερνθριών δῶ τό αίσχννθηναι λεγεται, οντε ἀ ώχριών δῶ τό φοβηθηναι ώχρίας, άλλα μάλλον πεπονθε'ναι τι. ῶστε πάθη μὶν τἀ τοιαΰτα λἐγεται, ποιότητάς δε ου.
'Ομοίως δε τοντοις και κατά την ψυχήν πα^
35 θητικαι ποιότητες καί πάθη λεγεται. όσα πὸρ ἐν τῆ γενεσει ευθύς από τινων παθών δυσκιιητων γεγενηται, ποιότητες λεγοιπαι, οϊον η τε μανικη
ομοίως δε και όσαι εκστάσεις μη φυσικοί, ἀλλ* από τινωυ άλλων συμπτωμάτων γεγειηνται Βνσαπ-δ άλλακτοι η και άλως άκάητοι, ποιότητες και τα τοιαΰτα· ποιοι γαρ κατά ταάτας λεγονται. όσα δἐ από ταχύ άποκαθισταμενων γίνεται, πάθη λεγεται, οϊον ει λυπουμενός τις όργιλωτερός εστιν. ουδέ γαρ λεγεται οργίλος ό εν τω τοιούτω πάθει όργιλώτερος ών, αλλά μάλλον πεπονθεναι τι. ίο ώστε πάθη μεν λεγεται τα τοιαΰτα, ποιότητες δ* ου.
Τέταρτον δε γένος ποιότητος σχήμα τε και η περί έκαστον ύπάρχονσα μορφή, ετι δε προς τούτοι ς ενθύτης καί καμπυλότης, και ει τι τοντοις όμοιον εστιν. καθ’ έκαστον γάρ τούτων ποιόν Π 15 λεγεται· τω1 γάρ τρίγωνον η τετράγωνον είναι ποιόν τι λεγεται, και τω1 ευθύ τ) καμπύλον. και κατά ττψ μορφήν δε έκαστον ποιόν τι λεγεται. τό δε μανόν και το πυκνόν και τό τραχύ και το
1 τό Β.
Κ
Ι J .
ερνθρίας
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ditions. He who blushes from shame is not, therefore, regarded as naturally ruddy, nor he who becomes pale from fear as one having a pallid complexion. We say ‘ So-and-so was affected.’ Such states are affections, not qualities.
Likewise, there are in the soul passive qualities and also affections. When a man has a temper from birth and its source is in certain affections not easy to change or remove, then we give it the name of a quality. Madness and irascibility and so on are cases in point. For it is on account of such things that we call a man mad or irascible. Likewise, distractions of mind, which, although not innate in themselves, yet arise from a certain concomitance of some other elements in him and seem to be either enduring or at least very hard to remove, are denominated qualities also. For people are called such and such on account of conditions like these. On the contrary, those which arise from some source that is readily healed we shall call by the name of affections, such as being somewhat angry, when vexed. For a man is not known as bad-tempered from being, when vexed, somewhat angry. We say ‘ Such a man is affected.’ Such states are affections, not qualities.
Of quality the fourth kind consists of the forms and the figures of things ; add to these also crookedness, straightness and all other qualities like them. For things are defined by these also as being of such and such nature. And things have a definite nature by being 4 triangular,’ ‘ quadrangular,’ by being ‘ straight,’ ‘ crooked * and so on. In virtue, indeed, of its figure or shape is each thing qualified. Rare and dense, rough and smooth, while appearing at
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1 * λεῖον δόςειε μιν αν ποιόν τι σημαίνειν, εοικε δἐ άλλότρια τα τοιαθτα είναι της περί τἀ ποιον 20 διαίρεσε ω? ■ θεσιν γάρ μάλλον τινα φαίνεται τἐῖν μορίων εκάτερον δηλουι·. πυκνόν μεν γαρ τψ τα μόρια σύνεγγυς είναι άλληλοις, μαιόν δὶ τ<ρ δι-εστάναι απ' άλλήλων και λεΐον μεν τψ επ' ευθείας , πως τα μόρια κεΐσθαι, τραχύ δε τψ τό μεν υπέρ■ εχειν τό δε ελλείπειν.
25 ίσως μεν ούν και άλλος αν τις φανείη τρόπος ποιότητος, άλλ* οι γε μάλιστα λεγόμενοι σχεδόν ούτοί είσιν.
Ποιότητες μεν ούν είσιν αι είρημεναι, ποια Ν τἀ κατο, ταύτας παρωνύμως λεγάμενα η οπωσουν eo άλλως άπ* αυτών. επί μεν ούν τών πλειστων καί σχεδόν επί πάντων παρωί'ύμως λεγεται, οίον από της λευκότητας λευκός καί α πο της γραμ· ματικής γραμματικός καί από της δικαιοσύνης δίκαιος, ωσαύτως δε καί επί τών άλλων.
' Επ’ εν ίων δἐ δια τό μη κεΐσθαι ταΐς ποιότησιν ονόματα ούκ ει·δεχρται παρωνύμως άπ* αυτών 85 λεγεσθαι οίον δρομικός η πυκτικός ό κατά δύναμιν 10 b φυσικήν λεγόμενος απ' ουδέ μιας ποιότητος παρ-ωνύμως λεγεται· ου γαρ κεΐται ονόματα ταΐς δυ· νάμεσι καθ' ας ούτοι ποιοι λέγονται, ώσπερ ταΐς επιστημαις καθ' ας πυκτικοί η παλαιστρικοί κατα διάθεσιν λέγονται· πυκτικη γαρ λεγεται επκττημη δ καί παλαιστρική, ποιοι δ' από τούτων παρωνύμως οι διακείμενοι λέγονται, ενίοτε δἐ καί ονόματος κείμενου ου λεγεται παρωνύμως τό κατ' αυτήν ποιόν λεγόμενον, οΐον από της αρετής ο σπου-
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first sight to indicate quality, are foreign, in fact, from that class. They will rather be found to denote a particular position of the parts. Thus we call a thing dense, when the parts that compose it are closely compacted, but rare, when those parts have interstices ; rough, when some parts are projecting, but smooth, when the surface is smooth, upon which, so to speak, lie those parts.
These are the four kinds of quality. Others there possibly may be, but these are those strictly so called.
Qualities, then, are those mentioned. The things that derive their names from them or depend in some other way on them are said to be things qualified in some definite manner or other. In most—indeed, nearly all—cases the names of the qualified things are derived from the names of the qualities. From ‘ whiteness,’ from ‘ grammar,’ from * justice,’ we have ‘white,’ ‘grammatical/ ‘just.’ So with all other similar cases.
Sometimes, however, the qualities having no names of their own, no derivative names can exist. Thus the name of the runner or boxer, so called from an innate capacity, cannot be derived from a quality. That is to say, such capacities have no particular names, as the sciences have, with a reference to which we call one man a boxer, another a wrestler and so on. By a science we mean a disposition ; each science, too, has its own name, such as boxing, for instance, or wrestling. And those who are that way disposed get their name from the name of the science. Sometimes, moreover, the quality possesses a well-defined name, but the thing that partakes of its nature does not also take its name from it. For instance, a good man is good from possessing the
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δαΐος· τῷ γάρ αρετήν εχειν σπουδαίος λεγεται, άλλ’ ου παρωνύμως από της άρετης. ούκ επί πολλών ίο δἐ το τοιοΰτόν ἐστιν.
Ποια τοίνυν λεγεται τα παρωνύμως από των ειρημενων ποιοτήτων λεγάμενα η όπωσουν άλλως απ' αυτών.
Υπάρχει δε και εναντιότης κατά τό ποιόν, οΐον δικαιοσύνη αδικία εναντιον και λ(υκότης μελαΐ’ία 15 και τάλλα	ωσαύτως, και τἀ κατ' αύτάς ποια
λεγάμενα, οΐον τό άδικον τώ δικαίψ και τό λευκόν τω μελάνι. ούκ επί πάντων δε τό τοιοΰτο’ τω γάρ πυρ ρ ώ η ώχρώ η ταΐς τοιαύταις χροϊσις ονδεν εναντίον ποιοΐς ούσιν.
Έτι δε, εάν τών εναντίων Θάτερον ὑ ποιόν, και τό λοιπόν εσται ποιόν. τούτο δε δήλον προ· 20 χειριζομενω τάς άλλας κατηγορίας, οΐον ει εστιν η Ίηκαιοσύιη τη αδικία εναιτιον, ποιόν δἐ η δικαιοσύνη, ποιόν άρα και η αδικίας ουδέ μία γάρ τών άλλων κατηγοριών εφαρμόσει τη άδι Kuy ούτε γάρ τό ποσόν ούτε τό προς τι ούτε που ούθ* ολως τι τών τοιούτων ονδεν, άλλ* η ποιόν. ώσ· 25 αύτως δε και επί τών άλλων τών κατά τό ποιόν εναντίων.
Επιδέχεται δε τό μάλλον καί τό ῆττον τἀ ποιά. λευκόν γάρ μάλλον καί ήττον ετερον ετερου λεγεται, καί δίκαιον ετερον ετερου μάλλον, καί αυτό δε επίδοσιν λαμβάνει' λευκόν γάρ ον ετι ενδεχεται λευκότερον γενεσθαι. ου πάντα δε, 80 αλλά τα πλεῖστα, δικαιοσύνη γάρ δικαιοσύιης ει λεγεται μάλλον καί ἡττον, άπορησειεν άν τις* ομοίως δε καί επί τών άλλων διαθέσεων, ενιοι γάρ διαμφισβητοΰσι περί τών τοιούτων δίκαια· 74
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quality, virtue. We do not, however, derive the term, ‘ good,’ from the other term, ‘ virtue.’ Yet this is seldom the case.
Thus those things have a definite quality which have derived their name from it or in some other way depend on it.
Qualities admit contrariety—not in all cases, however. Justice and injustice are contraries, blackness and whiteness and so on. The things that are called such and such on account of their having these qualities also fall into this class. For the just and the unjust are contraries, the black and the white thing and so on. But this is not so in all cases. Red, yellow and similar colours are qualities that have no contraries.
If one of two contraries is a quality, the other is also a quality. This will be clear to whoever examines the rest of the categories. Injustice is contrary to justice, and justice itself is a quality : so, then, is also injustice. For no other category fits it, not quantity, neither relation, nor place, nor, in short, any other. This holds in the case of all contraries that we denominate qualities.
Qualities admit of degrees. For one thing is more white than another ; another, again, is less white. And one thing is more just than another. And a thing may get more of a quality; for things that are white may get whiter. This rule, while it holds in most cases, is subject to certain exceptions. For if justice could be more or less justice, certain problems might thereon arise, as is also the case with all qualities which we may call dispositions. And some go so far as to say that these cannot admit of degrees. Health and justice them-
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σύνην μεν γάρ δικαιοετύνης οι5 πάνυ φασί δεῖν λεγεσθαι μάλλον και ήττον, ονδΕ ύγίειαν ύγιείας, S5 ήττον μέντοι Εχειν ere ρο ν ετερον ύγίειαν, και 11 a δικαιοσύνην ετερον ere ρο ν, ωσαύτως δἐ *αι γραμματικήν και τάς άλλας διαθέσεις. ἀλλ* ούν τά γε κατά ταύτας λεγάμενα άναμφισβητήτως Επιδέχεται το μάλλον και τό ήττον γραμματικώτερος γάρ Ετερος ετερον λεγεται και υγιεινότερος *αὶ 6 δικαιότερος, και επι των άλλων ωσαύτως.
Τρίγωνον δε και τετράγωνον ου δοκεΐ το μάλλον επιδεχεσθαι, ούδε των άλλων σχημάτων ουδόν, τά μεν γάρ επιδεχόμενα τον τού τριγώνου λόγον η τον τον κύκλου πάνθ' ομοίως τρίγωνα ή κύκλοι εισί, των δε μη επιδεχομενων οιδεν μάλλον ετερον ίο ετερον ρηθήσεται· ονδεν γάρ μάλλον τό τετράγωνον τον ετερομήκους κύκλος ἐστίν ουδέτερον γάρ Επιδέχεται, τον τοΰ κύκλου λόγον, άπλώς δΕ, Εάν, μη επιδεχηται άμφότερα τον του π ρο κείμενου λόγον, ον ρηθησεται τό ετερον του Ετέρου μάλλον. ον πάντα ούν τά ποιά Επιδέχεται τό μάλλον καί τό ήττον.
15 Των μεν ούν είρημενων ονδεν ίδιον ποιότητος, ομοια δε και ανόμοια κατά μάνας τας ποιότητας λεγεται* ομοιον γάρ ετερον ετερω ούκ εστι κατ άλλο ονδεν ή καθ' ο ποιόν ἐστιν, ώστε ίδιον αν είη της ποιότητος τό ομοιον καί άι όμοιον λεγεσθαι κατ αυτήν.
20 Οι) δεῖ δἐ ταράττεσθαι, μή τις ημάς φήση υπέρ ποιότητος την πρόθεσιν ποιησαμενονς πολλά των πρός τι συγκαταριθμέΐσθαΐ' τάς γάρ Εξεις και διαθέσεις των πρός τι είναι ελεγομεν. σχεδόν γάρ επι πάντων των τ ο ιόντων τά γένη πρός τι λεγεται, 76
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selves, they contend, are not subject to such variations, but people in varying degrees are possessed of health, justice and so on. The same with grammatical knowledge and all dispositions soever. And certainly none can deny that the things that are marked by such qualities have them in more or less measure. This man will know more about grammar, be healthier or juster than that.
Terms that express a thing’s figure—‘ triangular/
‘ rectangular * and so on—can hardly admit of degrees. For the objects to which the definition applies of triangle or circle are equally triangular or circular. Others, to which the definition of neither of these things applies, cannot differ themselves in degree. For the square is no more of a circle than is—let us say—the rectangle. To neither of these the definition we give of a circle applies. So, unless, in a word, the definition of the thing or the term thus in question is appropriate to both of the objects, they cannot at all be compared. Not all qualities, then, have degrees.
The aforementioned characteristics are no way peculiar to quality. What is peculiar is this, that we predicate * like ’ and ‘ unlike ’ with a reference to quality only. For one thing is like to another in respect of some quality only. So this is distinctive of quality.
It must not cause us trouble, however, if someone objects to our statements that, quality being our theme, we include in that category also a good many relative terms. For both habits and dispositions we admitted to be relative terms. Now, at least in most cases, it happens that the genera,
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των δέ καθ' έκαστα ούδέν. ή μιν γαρ Επιστήμη, γένος ουσα, αυτό υπέρ ἐστιν ετέρου λέγεται (τινος 2ι γαρ έπιστήμη λέγεται), των 8έ καθ* έκαστα ούδέν αυτό όπερ ἐστιν ετέρου λέγεται, οΓον η γράμμα· τική ου λέγεται τινος γραμματική ούδ' η μουσική τινος μουσική, ἀλλ’ ει άρα, κατά το γένος καί αΰται των πρός τι λέγονται, οΐον ή γραμματική so λέγ€ται τινος έπιστήμη, ου τινος γραμματική, καί ή μουσική τινός έπιστήμη λέγεται, ου τιυός μου· σική.
"Ωστε αι καθ' έκαστα ούκ εισί των προς τι. Λεγάμενα 8έ ποιοι ταΐς καθ' έκαστα· ταυτας γαρ και έχομεν έπιστήμονες γαρ λεγόμεθα τω έχ€ΐν 85 των καθ' έκαστα έπιστημων τινα. ώστε αυται αν και ποιότητες ειησαν, αι καθ* έκαστα, καθ* ας ποτ€ και ποιοι λεγόμεθα♦ αυται δέ ούκ είσί των πρός τι. έτι (ι τνγχάνοι τό αυτό πρός τι και ποιόν ον, ούδέν άτοπον έν άμφοτέροις τοΐς γένεσιν αυτό καταριθμεΐσθαι.
η b IX. Επιδέχεται και τό ποιεΐν και τό πάσχαν εναντιότητα καί τό μάλλον καί τό ήττον τό γαρ θερμαίνειν τω φύχειν εναντίον καί τό θερμαίνεσθαι τω φύχεσθαι καί τό ήδεσθαι τω λυπίΐσθαι, ὧστε ι επιδέχεται εναντιότητα. καί τό μάλλον δέ καί ήττον θερμαίνωιν γάρ μάλλον καί ήττον έστι, και θερμαίνεσθαι μάλλον καί ήττον. επιδέχεται οδν τό μάλλον καί τό ήττον τό ποιεΐν καί τό πάσχειν.
'Υπέρ μεν οΰν τούτων τοσαΰτα λέγεται· ειρηται ίο 8ἐ καί υπέρ του κεΐσθαι έν τ οΐς πρός τι, ότι 78	S
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doubtless, are relative; not so the individuals. Knowledge, the genus, we define by a reference to something beyond it, for knowledge is knowledge opsomething. Particular branches, however, of knowledge are not thus explained. For example, we do not define by a reference to something external a knowledge of grammar or music. For these, if in some sense relations, can only be taken for such in respect of their genus or knowledge. That is to say, we call grammar the knowledge, not grammar, of something, and music we call, in like manner, the knowledge, not music, of something.
Thus particular branches of knowledge are not to be classed among relatives. People are called such and such from possessing these branches of knowledge. These are the things they possess, being, therefore, called ‘ knowing * or ‘ expert,’ and never the genus or knoAvledge. And, therefore, those branches of knowledge, in virtue of which we are sometimes described as of such and such nature, themselves must come under the category of quality, not of relation. Moreover, if anything happened to be both relation and quality, then it were nowise absurd to include it in both of these categories.
IX.	Action and affection (or passion) have contraries and also degrees. That is, heating is contrary to cooling, as also being cooled to being heated or, again, being pleased to being pained. Thus it is they admit contrariety. Moreover, they allow of degrees ; for you can heat or be heated more or less. Hence it follows that both action and affection may admit of variations of degree.
Of these categories so much is stated. Posture or position we spoke of, when dealing before with
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παρωνύμως από των θόσιων λεγεται. υπ(ρ οβ των λοιπών, του τε ποτε και του που και του €χ€ΐν, διά τό προφαιή^ είναι ovSiv νπίρ αυτών άλλη λεγεται η όσα ευ αρχή όρρίθη, ότι τό €χ€ΐν μὲν σημαίνει τό ύποΒεΒόσθαι, τό ώπλίσΟαι, τό Si που οϊον iv Αυκ€ιω, και τα. άλλα δἐ όσα υπ<ρ αυτών ερρίθη.	_	...
15 Χ. Υπέρ μῖν ουν των προτιβίντων γ€ΐ·ών ικανα τα €ΐρημίνα· π€ρι Si των άιτικαμίνων, ποσαχώς , €ΐωθ*ν άντικεΐσθαι, ρητόον.	λἐγεται Si Ιτ€ρον
€Τ€ρω αντικίίσθαι τ€τραχώς, ή ως τα προς τι, ἡ s ως τα όναιπία, ή ως στέρησις και ίξις, ή ως 20 κατάφασις και άπόφασις. άντίκίΐται Si ΐκαστον των τοιούτων ως τυπω είττεῖι» ως piv τα προς τι, οϊον τό Βιπλάσιον τω ἡ/ιίσα, ως Bi τα ο-αιτία, οΐον τό κακόν τω αγαθω, ως Bi τα. κατο, στόρησιν και όξιν, οΐον τυφλότης και όφις, ως Bi κατάφασις και άπόφασις, οΐον κάθηται—ου κάΟτγται.
26 Ὅσα μῖν ουν ως τα πρός τι άντικίΐται, αυτα άπ€ρ €ΐττι των άιπικζΐμίνων λίγεται ή όπωσουν άλλως πρός αυτά, οΐον τό Βιπλάσιον, αυτό οτ,rep ἐστίν, ότόρου Βιπλάσιον λἐγεται* τινός γάρ Βι-πλάσιον. και ή όπιστημη Bi τω όπιστητω ώς τα πρός τι άντίκ€ΐται, καί Λἐγεταί γε ὴ όπιστημη αυτό οτrep ἐστι του όπιστητου. και το ίπιστητόν so δἐ αυτό όπερ ἐστι πρός άιπικ€ΐμ€νον λόγίται, ττ)ν όπιστημην τό γαρ επιστητόν τινι λόγίται «πι-στητόν, τη Ιπιστημη. όσα ουν άιπίκαται ώς τα
• The chapters that follow are commonly regarded by scholars as spurious.
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relation. We said that such terms get their names from the attitudes corresponding to them. The rest, that is, time, place and state, are so clear that I need say no more than I said at the very beginning—that a state is intended by terms such as being ‘ shod,’ ‘ armed * and the like, whereas place is intended by phrases like ‘ in the Lyceum ’ and so forth.0
X.	We have now said enough on the subject of the categories that we proposed, and with opposites next we must deal and the various senses of the word. For we call things opposed in four ways—first of all, as correlatives are, either term of each pair to the other ; in the next place, as contraries are ; in the third place, as privatives to positives; lastly, as affirmatives to negatives. Speaking in outline, I mean that correlatives that are opposed are expressions like ‘ double ’ and ‘ half,’ while of contraries that are opposed we may take ‘ good ’ and ‘ bad * for examples. Of privative and positive terms we may here mention ‘ blindness * and ‘ sight,’ ‘ he is sitting’ and ‘ he is not sitting * in the case of affirmatives and negatives.
Opposites, when relatives also, our custom it is to explain by referring the one to the other and using the genitive case or some other grammatical construction. Thus ‘ double,’ a relative term, is explained as the double of something. And knowledge, a relative term, is opposed to the thing that is known and explained by a reference to it. The thing that is known is explained by a reference to its opposite, to knowledge : for the thing that is known will be known by a something—more precisely, by knowledge. All opposites, then, are
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υ D f	ι \	*	*	*	*	/	\ *	·	»
προ? τι, αυτα απερ εστιν ετερων Λέγεται τ; οπακτ-δηπο τε προ? άλληλα λ eye τα ι.
H Τά 8ἐ ώ? τἀ εναντία, αυτά μεν άττερ ἐστιν ούδαμώς προς άλληλα λέγεται, ἐναντία μέντοι άλληλων λέγεται' οὐτε γάρ τό άγαίῶν τον κακού λέγεται αγαθόν, άλλ' έναιτίον, ούτε το λευκόν τον μέλανος λευκόν, άΛΛ’ εναντίον, <Τ*ττ€ διαφέρουσιν αύται αι άιτιθέσεις άλληλων. όσα δέ 12 a τών εναντίων τοιαΰτά ἐστιν ώστε ἐν οΓ? πέφυκε γίνεσθαι η ών κατηγορεΐται αναγκαίο ν αυτών θάτερον ύπάρχειν, τούτων ούδέν ἐστιν άι·ά μέσον, ων δέ γε μη άναγκαΐον θάτερον ύπάρχειν, τούτων εστι τι άνά μέσον πάντως, olov νόσος και ύγίεια ι εν σώματι ζώου πέφυκε γίνεσθαι, και άναγκαΐον γε θάτερον ύπάρχειν τω του ζώου σώματι, η νόσον η νγίειαν. καί περιττόν δε καί άρτιον αριθμού κατηγορεΐται, καί άναγκαΐόν γε θάτερον τω αριθμώ ύπάρχειν, η περιττόν η άρτιον, καί ούκ εεττι γε τούτων ούδέν άνά μέσον, ούτε νόσου ίο καί ύγιείας ούτε περιττού καί άρτιου, ών δέ γε μη άναγκαΐον θάτερον ύπάρχειν, τούτων έστι τι άνα μέσον, οϊον μέλαν και λευκόν εν σώματι πέφυκε γίνεσθαι, καί ούκ άναγκαΐον γε θάτερον αυτών ύπάρχειν τω σώματι· ου γάρ παν ήτοι J λευκόν ή μέλαν ἐστίν, καί φαύλον δε καί σπουδαΐον ιδ κατηγορεΐται μεν και κατ’ ανθρώπου καί κατά άλλων πολλών, ούκ άναγκαΐον δέ Θάτερον αυτών ύπάρχειν έκείνοις ών αν κατηγορηται· οι) γάρ πάντα ήτοι φαύλα η σπουδαΐά ἐστιν. καί έστι γέ τι τούτων άνά μέσον, οιον του μεν λευκού καί
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explained by referring the one to the other and using the genitive case or some other grammatical construction, when these are correlatives also.
Opposites are no way dependent, when contraries, the one upon the other but are contrary one to the other. The good is not called, for example, the good of the bad but its contrary. Similarly, white is not known as the white of the black but its contrary. Thus these two kinds of opposition are entirely distinct from one another. But contraries such that the subjects in which they are naturally found or of which they can be predicated must needs contain the one or the other—these never can have intermediates. When there is no such necessity, then the reverse is the case, and they always will have an intermediate. For example, both health and disease may be said to be naturally present in the bodies of all living things, and in consequence one or the other must be present in animal bodies. We predicate both odd and even in similar manner of number ; in consequence, one or the other must always be present in number. Now, health and disease, odd and even, have no intermediate between them. But where there is no such necessity, then the reverse is the case. For example, both blackness and whiteness are naturally present in body, but neither need be in a body. For not every body existing must either be black or be white. Then we predicate goodness and badness of man, as of many things else. Neither goodness nor badness, however, although they are predicated of them, is present of necessity in them. Not all things are good or are bad. Now, such contraries have intermediates. Between black and white, for example, are sallow and
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μἐλαυο? τό φαων και το ώχρον και όσα άλλα 20 χρώματα, τον δι φαύλου και σπουδαίου το ουτι φαυλον ούτ€ σπουδαΐον. ιπ' ινίων μιν οδν όνό· ματα Κεῖται τοι? άνά μισόν, οίον λιυκοΰ καί μέλανος τό φαων και τό ώχρον και όσα άλλα χρώματα· ιπ' ινίων δι όνόματι μιν ούκ ιύπορον τό άνά μέσον άποδούναι, τῆ δ’ ικατέρου τῶν άκρων άποφάσιι τό άιά μέσον όρίζιται, οίον τὸ 25 ουτι αγαθόν ουτε κακόν και ουτι δίκαιον ούη άδικον.
Στέρησις δι και έξις λέγιται μιν πιρι ταύτόν τι, οΐον η όφις και η τυφλότης πιρι οφθαλμόν καθόλου δι ιιπιΐν, έν ω η έξις πέφυκι γίνισθαι, πιρΓ τούτο λέγιται έκάτιρον αυτών, ιστιρήσθαι δι τότε λέγομιν έκαστον των τής έξιως δικτικών, eo όταν έν ω πέφυκιν ύπάρχιιν και ότι πέφυκιν έχιιν μηδαμώς ύπάρχη. νωδόν τι γάρ λέγομιν ου τό μή έχον όδόι-τα?, και τυφλόν ου τό μή έχον οφιν, άλλα τό μή έχον ότι πέφυκιν έχιιν" τινα γάρ έκ γινιτής ο vt ι όφιν έχιι ουτι cJoorraj, ἀλλ* ου λέγιται ουτι νωδά ουτι τυφλά.
*5 Τό δι ιστιρήσθαι και τό την έξιν έχιιν ονκ έστι στέρησις και έξις. έξις μιν γάρ ἐστιν ή όφις, στέρησις δι ή τυφλότης· τό δι έχιιν την όφιν ούκ έστιν όφις, οἀδἐ τό τυφλόν ιΐναι τυφλότης. στέρησις γάρ τις ή τυφλότης ἐστίν, τό δι τι*φλόν ιΐναι ιστιρήσθαι, ου στέρησις ἐστιν, έτι ιί ήν ή
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grey and so forth, while between good and bad we have that which is neither the one nor the other. And some intermediate qualities have their own recognized names. We may take as examples again grey and sallow and similar colours, intermediate between white and black. In some of the cases, however, to name them were no easy matter. We then must define the intermediate as that which is neither extreme—‘ neither good nor yet bad,’ for example, ‘ neither just nor unjust,’ and so forth.
What are called ‘ privatives * and ‘ positives ’ refer to identical subjects, as blindness and sight to the eye. It is ever the case with such pairs that we predicate one or the other, wherever the particular ‘ positive ’ is naturally found or produced. Thus we say that what mag have a faculty then is deprived of that faculty, when it is totally absent and yet should be naturally present and present also at that time. Not what is without teeth or sight do we, therefore, call toothless or blind. But we rather use those terms of that which has not but should have teeth or sight and should have teeth or sight at that time. For, indeed, certain creatures there are which from birth have no teeth or no sight but are not known as toothless or blind.
To possess and to be without faculties cannot be considered the same with the corresponding ‘ positives * and ‘ privatives,’ * Sight * is, for instance, a ‘positive,’ ‘blindness,’ its opposite, a ‘privative.’ * Sight ’ and ‘ to have sight,’ however, must not be considered identical. So ‘ to be blind ’ is not ‘ blindness.’ For * blindness/ we said, is a ‘ privative,’ but ‘ to be blind * signifies a condition of want or privation.
‘ To be blind * is itself not a ‘ privative.’ This may,
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40 τυφλότης ταντόν τω τυφλόν είναι, κατηγορώΓτο αν άμφότερα κατά τον αυτόν- άλλα τυφλός μιν 12 bΛεγεται ό άνθρωπος, τνφλότης δε ονδαμως λόγεται ο άνθρωπος.
* Αντικεισθαι δε καί τ α Οτ α όοκει, τό εστ ερήσΰαι καί τό τὴν εζιν εχειν, ως στέρησις και ΐζις- ο γάρ τρόπος τής άχτιθεσεως 6 αντος- ως γάρ ή τνφλότης τή όφει άιτικειται, οντω και τό τυφλόν εΐναι τω ι σφιν εχειν άχτίκειται.
Oυκ εστι δε ουδέ τό υπό την άπόφασιν και κατάφασιν άπόφκχσις και κατάφασις- η μεν γαρ κατάφασις λόγος ἐστι καταφατικός και ή άπόφασις λόγος αποφατικός, των δε υπό την κατάφκισιν και ίο άπόφασιν ουδόν ἐστι λόγος, λεγεται δἐ και ταῦτα αντικεισθαι άλλήλοις ως κατάφασις και άπόφασις -και γάρ επι τούτων ό τρόπος της άχτιθεσεως ό αυτός, ως γάρ ποτε ή κατάφασις προς την άπό· φασιν άχτίκειται, οΐον τό κάθηται τω ου κάθηται, 15 οντω και τό νφ’ εκάτερον πράγμα άχτίκειται, τό καθήσθαι τω μη καθήσθαι.
"Οτι δἐ ή στέρησις και ή έξις ούκ άντίκειται ως τἀ πρός τι, φανερόν· οι) γάρ λεγεται αυτό όπερ ἐστι του αντικείμενου, ή γάρ όψις ονκ εστι τυφλό-τητος όφις, οόδ’ άλλως ονδαμως πρός αυτό λεγεται. ωσαύτως δε ούδε ή τνφλότης λεγοιτ* αν τνφλότης 20 όφεως, αλλά στέρησις μεν όφεως ή τνφλότης λεγεται, τνφλότης δε όφεως ου λεγεται. ετι τἀ πρός τι πάντα πρός άντιστρεφοχτα λεγεται, ώστε και ή τνφλότης ειπερ ήν των πρός τι, άχτεστρεφεν 86
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moreover, be noted, that, if ‘ to be blind ’ could be rightly considered the same thing with ‘ blindness,* then should we predicate both, without doubt, of identical things. This, however, is never the case. A man may be said to be blind ; yet a man is not said to be blindness.
As ‘ positives * and ‘ privatives * are opposites, so are possessing a faculty and being in a state of privation. We have the same sort of antithesis. For to be blind and have sight are opposed just as blindness and sight.
What is affirmed in a statement is not of itself affirmation nor what is denied a denial. ‘ Affirmation ’ means * affirmative statement,’ ‘ denial ’ means ‘ a negative statement.’ But what is affirmed or denied in a statement is matter of fact, not a statement, proposition, assertion. It, nevertheless, is the case that the things we affirm and deny are called opposites in the same sense. For we have the same sort of antithesis. Just as the affirmative statement and the negative themselves are opposed—take the two propositions, for instance, * he sits * and ‘ he is not sitting ’—so, too, are the facts thus expressed or his sitting, that is, and not sitting.
‘ Positives * and ‘ privatives * clearly are not in the same sense opposed as are relatives one to the other. We do not explain them, I mean, by referring the one to the other. We do not call sight sight of blindness, nor use any other form of statement that serves to bring out a relation. And blindness, in similar manner, we do not call blindness of sight, but we call it privation of sight. Again, relative terms are reciprocal. Therefore, were blindness a relative,
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αν κάκεΐνο προς ο λέγεται. άΛλ* ούκ αντιστρέφει 25 ον γαρ λέγεται η όψις τυφλότητος όψις.
*Ότι δε ούδ* ως τα έναιτία άχτίκειται τα κατά στέρησιν και έξιν λεγάμενα, έκ τώχ-δε όήλον. τῶν μῖν γάρ εναντίων, ών μηδέν ἐστιν άνἀ μέσον, άναγκαΐον, ἐν α» πέφυκε γίνεσθαι η ών κατ· eo ηγορεΐται, θάτερον αυτών υπάρχωιν αει* τοὐτων γάρ ουδἐν ἡν cu*cz μέσον, ών θάτερον ῆν άναγκαΐον τω δεκτικά» ύπαρχε ιν, οΐον έπι νόσου και ύγιείας και περιττού και αρτίου, ών 8ε έστι τι am μέσον, οίδεποτε ανάγκη παντι ύπαρχε ιν θάτερον· ούτε γαρ λευκόν η μέλαν ανάγκη παν είναι τό δεκτικόν, ούτε θερμόν ούτε ψυχρόν τούτων γαρ αι α μέσον S5 τι ούδέν κωλύει ύπαρχε ιν. ετι δἐ και τούτων ἡ* τι άνά μέσον, ών μη άναγκαΐον θάτερον ύπάρχειν ήν τω δεκτικω, ει μη οΐς φύσει τό έν υπάρχει, οΐον τω πυρι τό θερμώ είναι και τη χιόνι τό 40 λευκή. έπι δε τούτων άφωρισμένως άΐ'αγκαΐον θάτερον ύπάρχειν, και ούχ όπότερον ετνχεν ου γάρ ενδέχεται τό πυρ ψυχρόν είναι ουδέ την χιόνα 13 λ μέλαιναν. ώστε παντι μεν ούκ άνάγκη τω δεκτικώ θάτερον αυτών ύπάρχειν, άλλα μόνον οΐς φύσει το
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blindness and sight would reciprocate. This is, however, not so. For we do not call sight sight of blindness.
That ‘ positives * and ‘ privatives,’ moreover, are not in the same sense opposed as are contraries one to the other seems perfectly clear from the following. When contraries have no intermediate, we saw that the one or the other must ever be present in the subject in which they are naturally found or of which they will serve as the predicates. Where this necessity obtained, then the terms could have no intermediates. Health and disease, odd and even, were mentioned above as examples. But where contraries have an intermediate, no such necessity obtains. It was not every subject that may be receptive of black and of white that must, therefore, be black or be white. And the same, too, with coldness and heat. That is, something or other intermediate between black and white may be present, between hot and cold and the like. (Moreover, we have already seen that those contraries had an intermediate, where it was not a necessity that one of the two should be inherent in everything capable of receiving them.) An exception must, however, be made where one contrary naturally inheres. To be hot is the nature of fire, and the nature of snow to be white. In such cases, then, one of the contraries needs must be definitely present, not one οτ the other, in things. It is out of the question that fire should be cold or that snow should be black. Hence it follows that one of the contraries need not be present in all things that may be receptive of such. It is present of necessity only in the subjects in which it inheres. And, moreover,
89
D
ARISTOTLE
ευ υπάρχει, καί χρύτοις άφωρισμενως τἀ tv καί ονχ όπότερον ετυχεν.
Έττι. δἐ τής στερήσεως καί τής εζεως ουόετερον 6 των ειρημενων αληθές' ούτε1 γάρ άιΐ τω δεκτικψ άναγκαΐον θάτερον αυτών ύπάρχειν το γαρ μτμτω πεφυκός οφιν εχειν ούτε τυφλόν οὔτε σφιν (χον λεγεται, ώστε ονκ αν εΐη ταΰτα των τοιούτων Εναντίων ών ούδεν ἐστιν άνά μισόν. ἀλλ* ούό* ών τ ι εστιν άνἀ μέσον* άναγκαΐον γάρ ποτί παντί ίο τῷ δεκτικώ θάτερον αυτών ύπάρχει»'* όταν γάρ ήδη πεφυκός ή οφιν εχειν, τάτε ή τυφλόν ή οφιν (χον ρηθήσετ αι, και τούτων ονκ άφωρισμενως θάτερον, άλλ’ όπότερον ετυχεν ου γαρ άναγκαΐον ή τυφλόν ή eχον οφιν είναι, άλλ* οπότερον ετυχεν. επί δἐ τών εναντίων, ὧν εστι τι άνά μισόν, ον ποτε άναγκαΐον ήν παντι θάτερον ύπάρχ(ΐν, άλλά 15 τισί, και τούτοις άφωρισμενως τό tv. ώστε οήλον ότι κατ* ουδέτερον τών τρόπων ως τα εναντία _ άντίκειται τα κατά στερησιν και εξιν άντικείμει·α.
Έτι επι μεν τών εν αιτίων, ύπάρχοιτος τοΰ 20 δεκτικόν, δυνατόν εις άλληλα μεταβολήν γίνεσθαι, ει μή τινι φύσει τό εν υπάρχει, οΐον τω ττυρι τό Θερμω είναι* και γάρ τό νγιαΐνον δυνατόν ι·οσησαι καί τό λευκόν μελαν γενεσθαι καί τό ψυχρόν ὸς θερμόν, και εκ σπουδαίου γε φαύλον και εκ φαύ-\ λου σπουδαΐον δυνατόν γενεσθαι. ο γάρ φαύλος εις βελτίους διο,τριβάς αγόμενος και λόγους καν 1 οίδΐ Β.
90
CATEGORIES, χ
in cases like this it is definitely one or the other, not either the one or the other, which is of necessity present.
Neither of the foregoing statements holds good of our * positives * and ‘ privatives.’ Subjects receptive of such are not bound to have one or the other. For what is not yet at the stage when it naturally ought to have sight is not called either seeing or sightless. And ‘ positives * and ‘ privatives,’ therefore, are not to be classed with those contraries where there is no intermediate. Neither, again, should we class them with contraries having intermediates. For one or the other at times must form part of each possible subj ect. When a thing should by nature have sight, we shall say that it sees or is blind, indeterminately and not of necessity but whichever it happens to be. It has not of necessity sight; it is not of necessity blind ; it must be in one state or the other. But have we not already seen that of contraries having intermediates neither the one nor the other need be found in each possible subject but definitely one of the pair must be present in some of those subjects ? That ‘ positives * and ‘ privatives,’ therefore, are not opposed one to the other in either of the same ways as contraries will be evident from the foregoing.
Of contraries this, too, holds good, that, the subject remaining identical, either may change to the other, unless, indeed, one of those contraries constitutes part of that subject, as heat constitutes part of fire. What is healthy may well become sick, what is white may in time become black, what is cold may in turn become hot. And the good becomes bad, the bad good. For the bad man, when once introduced to new modes both of living and thinking, may improve,
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μικρόν yi τι επιδρίη εις τό βελτίων εΐναι. «αν δἐ άπαξ καν μικρόν επίόοσιν λάβη, φανερόν οτι ῆ τελεως αν μεταβάλοι ῆ ττάνυ πολλών επίόοσιν Λάβοι* αει yap εύκινητότερος προς άρετην γίνεται, νῦυ ήντινοΰν επίδυσιν ειληφώς (ξ άρχής ἡ, akTTf καί πλείω εί/ῶς επίδοσιν αιπὸυ λαμβανειν. και so τούτο αει γινόμενον τελείως ὡς τὴν εναντίαν εξιν άποκαθίστησιν, ἐάν χτεμ μἡ χρόνιο εξειργηται. επι δε γε τῆς- εξεως και της στερήσεως αθι/ι·ατον άλληλα μεταβολήν γενεσθαι. άπό μῖν γὸν τῆ? εξειυς επί την στερησιν γίνεται μεταβολή ,άπό δε της στερή-ζι> σεα»9 επί την εξιν άδύνατον. ούτε γάρ τυφλός γειρόμενος τις πάλιν άνεβλεφεν, ούτε φαλακρος ιον πάλιν κομήτης εγενετο, ούτε νωδός ων ό&οντας εφυσεν.
9Οσα δἐ ως κατάφασις καί άπόφχισις άντίκειται, 18 ι φανερόν οτι κατ ούδενα των ειρημενων τρόπων άντίκειται· επί γάρ μόνων τούτων άναγκαΖον αει τό μεν αληθές τό δἐ φενδος αυτών είναι, ούτε γαρ επί των εναντίων άναγκαΐον αεί θάτερον αληθές είναι θάτερον δἐ φεΰδος, ούτε επί των πρός 6 τι, ούτε επί τής εξεως καί της στερήσεως, οιον ή νγίεια καί ή νόσος εναντία, καί ουδέτερόν γε ούτε αληθές ούτε φεΰδός ἐστιν, ωσαύτως δε καί τό διπλάσιου καί τό ήμισν ως τα πρός τι άιτίκειται, και ονκ εστιν αυτών ουδέτερον ούτε αληθές ούτε φεύδος. ούδε γε τα κατά στερησιν καί εξιν, olov ή οφις και ίο ή τνφλότης. ολως 8ε των κ ατό μηδεμίαν συμπλοκήν λεγομένων ούδεν ούτε αληθές ούτε φεΰδός ἐστι ν πάντα δε τα είρημενα άνευ συμπλοκής λεγεται.
Ου μήν άλλα μάλιστα αν δόξειε τό τοιούτο σνμ-
• See what was said in c. 4 upon uncombined word.% truth and falsity.
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be it ever so little. And should such a man once improve, even though it be only a little, he might, it is clear, make great progress or even, indeed, change completely. For ever more easily moved and inclined is a man towards virtue, although in the very first instance he made very little improvement. We naturally, therefore, conclude he will make ever greater advance. And, if so, as the process continues, it will at length change him entirely, provided that time is allowed.
As for * positives * and ‘ privatives,’ however, there cannot be change in both ways. From possession you may pass to privation but not from the latter to the former. A man who has once become blind never finds that his sight is restored, as a man who lias once become bald never after recovers his hair and a man who has once lost his teeth never after can grow a new set.
Affirmations and negations are opposed, it is patent, in none of those ways upon which we have already touched. It is here, and here only, indeed, that one opposite needs must be true, while the other must always be false. In the case of other opposites— contraries, correlatives, positives and privatives—this will in no wise hold good. Thus of health and disease, which are contraries, neither is true, neither false. Take correlatives, ‘ double * and ‘ half/ Again, neither is true, neither false. So also with 4 positives ' and ‘ privatives/ such as are blindness and sight. To sum up, unless words are combined, * true ’ and * false ’ can have no application. And all the afore-mentioned opposites are but mere uncombined words.®
However, when words that are contraries consti-
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ραινειν επι των κατα συμπλοκήν ενάντιων λεγάμενων τό γάρ ύγιαίνειν Σωκράτην τῷ νοσεΐν ιδ Σωκράτην εναντίον εστίν. άλλ' ονδ* όπί τούτων αναγκαίον αει θάτερον μεν αληθές θάτερον 3ἐ φεΰδος είναι, οντος μιν γάρ Σωκράτους εοτται τὺ μεν αληθές τό δε φεύδος, μη οντος Si άμφότερα φενδη* ούτε γάρ τό νοσεΐν Σωκράτη ν ούτε τὸ ύγιαίνειν ἐστιν αληθές αυτού μη οντος ολως του Σωκράτους.
20 ’Em δε της στερήσεως και της εξεως μη οντος τε όλω? ουδέτερον άληθε'ς, όιτος τε ο νκ αει θάτερον αληθές θάτερον Si φειδος* τό γάρ σφιν εχειν Σωκράτην τω τυφλόν είναι Σωκράτη ν αντί· κειται ως στέρησις και έξις, καί οντος τε ο νκ αναγκαίον θάτερον αληθές είναι η φεϋδος (οτε γάρ ίΰ μήπω πεφυκεν εχειν, άμφότερα φενδη), μη οντος τε ολως τού Σωκράτους, και οντω φενδη άμφά· τέρα, και τό οφιν εχειν και τό τνφλόν αυτόν είναι.
Έπι δε γε της καταφάσεως καί της άποφάσεως αει, εάν τε ῄ εάν τε μη ὑ, τό ετερον εσται φενδος και τό ετερον αληθές, τό γάρ νοσεΐν Σωκράτην 80 καί τό μη νοσεΐν Σωκράτην, οντος τε αυτού φάνε· ρόν ότι τό ετερον αυτών αληθές η φενδος, και μη οντος ομοίως· τό μεν γάρ νοσεΐν μη οντος φενδος, τό δε μη νοσεΐν αληθές, ώστε επί μόνων τούτων ίδιον αν εΐη τό αει θάτερον αυτών αληθές η φεύδος ίδ είναι, όσα ως κατάφασις και άπόφκισις αντικειται.
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tute parts of those statements opposed as affirmative and negative, these would especially seem to lay claim to this characteristic. The statement that * Socrates is ill * is the contrary of ‘ Socrates is well.’ Yet we cannot maintain even here that one statement must always be true and the other must always be false. For, if Socrates really exists, one is true and the other is false. But if Socrates does not exist, both the one and the other are false. To say ‘ he is ill ’ will be false, and to say ‘ he is well ’ will be false, if no Socrates so much as exists.
As for ‘ positives ' and ‘ privatives,’ however, if the subject is not in existence, then neither proposition is true. If the subject exists, even then one will not be true always, one false. That ‘ Socrates has sight,* for example, is the opposite of ‘ Socrates is blind ’ in the sense in which ‘ opposite ’ was used as applied to privation and possession. Now, if Socrates really exists, it is not of necessity the case that one statement is true and one false. For he may not as yet have arrived at the stage when a man acquires sight, so that both of the statements are false, as they are, if he does not exist.
To return to affirmation and negation. Of these we may say in all cases that one must be false and one true, be the subject existent or not. For, if Socrates really exists, ‘ he is ill ’ or * not ill * must be true ; ‘ he is ill ’ or ‘ not ill ’ must be false. And the same, if he does not exist. For, provided he does not exist, it is false to pronounce ‘ he is ill ’ ; ‘ he is not ill,’ however, is true. Thus that one of the two must be true and the other be false in all cases will hold of those opposites only which are in the same sense opposed as affirmative and negative statements.
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XI. Ενάντιου δἐ ἐστι»' εξ ανάγκης αγαθά» μιν κακόν τούτο hi δῆλον τῇ καίΓ έκαστον επαγωγή, ΗβοΓον ύγιεία νόσος και άιόρεία δειλία, ομοίως δε καί ὲντ των άλλων. κακά» he στε μ€ν αγαθόν εναντίον, ότε hi κακόν τῇ yap tvSug. κακψ οντι η υπερβολή εναντίον κακόν ον ομοίως δ« και ὴ 6 μεσάτης εναντία εκατερω, ουσα αγαθόν. «ττ ἀλίγωυ δ’ α»' τό το ι οίκτον ίοοι τις, επί δ< τῶν πλείστων αει τω κακά» τό αγαθόν Ιναιτίον ἐστίν.
Έτι επί των εναντίων ονκ αναγκαίου, iav θάτε· ρον ἡ, καί τό λοιπόν εΐναι. νγιαιΐόιτων μιν γαρ απάντων νγίεια μεν εσται, νόσος hi ον' ομοίως hi καί λευκών όχτων άπάιτων λενκότης μεν εσται, μελανία hi ου. ετι ει τό ϊίωκράτην νγιαίνειν τῷ ίο Σωκράτην νοσεΐν εναντίον ἐστί, μη ενόεχεται Si άμα άμφότερα τω αντώ ύπάρχειν, ονκ αν εν-όεχοιτο του ετερον των εναντίων οντος και τ6 λοιπόν είναι· οντος γαρ τού Σωκράτην νγιαίνειν ούκ αν εΐη τό ι·οσειν Σωκράτην.
Αήλον hi οτι καί περί ταυτόν η είΒει η γίνε ι Ιδ πεφυκε γινεσθαι τα εναιτία. νόσος μεν γαρ καί νγίεια εν σώματι ζώου πεφυκε γινεσθαι, λενκότης δε και μελανια απλώς εν σώματι, hiKaioovtrj 3ἐ καί ἀδικία εν φυχή ανθρώπου.
20 Ανάγκη hi πάντα τα εναντία η εν τω αι/τω γόνει είναι η εν τοι? εναχτίοις γενεσιν, η αντα γόνη είναι. λευκόν piv γαρ καί μελαν εν τω αὐτῷ γενει (χρώμα γαρ αυτών τό γένος), όικαιοσννη Bi και αόικια εν τοις εναιτιοις γενεσιν (του μεν γαρ αρετή, του hi κακία τό γένος)· άγαθόν hi καί
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XI.	The contrary of good must be evil, and this can be proved by induction. The contrary of health is disease, that of courage is cowardice and so on. Of an evil, however, the contrary is either a good or an evil. For instance, defect is an evil; its contrary, excess, is an evil. But the mean, which is contrary to either in an equal degree, is a good. You, however, find few such exceptions, and, generally speaking, it is true that the contrary of evil is good.
It does not of necessity follow that, if one of the contraries exists, then the other must also exist. For suppose that all things became healthy. There then would be health, not disease. Or suppose that all things became white. There would then be white only, not black. Inasmuch, too, as Socrates ill is the contrary of Socrates well and both contraries cannot exist at one time in the same individual, if one of the contraries existed, the other could not then exist. For, provided he was well was the fact, he was ill could not also be fact.
This point will be evident also : the subjects of contrary qualities must have the same species or genus. For health and disease have for subject the body of some living creature, and whiteness and blackness a body which need not be specified further. And justice, likewise, and injustice arise in the souls of mankind.
In addition, two contrary qualities always belong to one genus or else to the contrary genera, when they are not themselves genera. White, for example, and black will belong to the same genus, colour. Justice, again, and injustice fall under two contrary genera, those we call virtue and vice. Good and evil
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l4a	'	»	^	»	» ν χ 1	,	,	,	,
25 κακόν ονκ εστιν εν yo'ci αΑΛ αυτα τυγχετνει γένη τινών όντα.
XII.	Πρὁχερον έτέρου έτερον λέγεται τετραχώς, πρώτον μιν καί κυριώτατα κατά χρόνον, κασ ό 7τρεσβύτερον έτερον έτέρου και παλαιότερον λέγε· / ται· τω γάρ τον χρόνον τλείω that και πρεσ· βυτερον και παλαιότερον λέγεται. eo Δεύτερον δἐ τό μη άιτιστρέφον κατά την του είναι ακολούθησα·, οιον το tv των δυο πρεηερον δυοῖν μεν^γάρ όντων ακολουθεί ευθύς το ιν είναι, ένός δέ οντος ουκ άναγκαΧον δυο ιΐναι, ώστί ούκ αντιστρέφω από του έιός η άκολονΰησις του είναι — τό λοιπόν, πρότερον δέ δοκ€ΐ το τοιουτον είναι. Si άφ* οδ μη άιτιστρέφει η του ch·αι άκολουθησις.
Τρίτον δέ κατά τινα τάξιν τό πρότερον λέγεται, , Καθάπερ έπι τώυ έπιστημών και των λόγων, εν τε γάρ ταΐς άποδεικτικαΐς έπιστημαις νπάρχει τό πρότερον και τό ύστερον τη τάξει {τά γάρ στοιχεία 14 b πρότερα των διαγραμμάτων τη τάξει, και έπι τής γραμματικής τά στοιχεία πρότερα των συλλαβών), έπι τε των λόγων ομοίως* τό γάρ προοίμιον της διηγησεως πρότερον τη τάξει έστίν.
ἝΤτ-τταρἀ τἀ ειρημενα τό βέλτιον και τό τιμιω· τερον πρότερον είναι τη φύσει δοκεΐ. εΙωθασι δε 6 καλ οι πολλοί τούς έιτιμοτέρους καί μάλλον άγα· πωμένους υπ* αυτών προτέρους <φάσκειν παρ* αιηοις εΐναι. έστι μεν δή καί σχεδόν άλλστριωτατος των τρόπων οντος.
• η -γραμματική, a much wider term in the Greek than is ‘grammar’ in English. Here it may very well signify reading or writing or both.
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belong to no genera, being themselves actual genera, having subordinate species.
XII. There are four different senses in which we may call one thing ‘ prior * to another. Whenever we use the term ‘ prior ’ in its proper and primary-sense, it is time that we have in our minds. It is thus that we call a thing ‘ older,’ ‘ more ancient * than some other thing, signifying that its time has been longer.
Secondly, ‘ prior ’ may be used, when the order of being is fixed and incapable of being reversed. ‘ One * is prior, among numbers, to ‘ two.’ For provided, that is, ‘ two ’ exists, then it follows that ‘ one * must exist. The existence of ‘ one/ on the contrary, does not imply that of ‘two.’ And the order of being, in consequence, cannot be changed and reversed. Thus of two things we call that one ‘ prior * which precedes in irreversible sequence.
Thirdly, we use the term * prior * in regard to any order whatever. And this is the case in the sciences, as it is also with speeches. In sciences using demonstration we have what is prior in its order and what is, per contra, posterior. Take geometrical science : the elements—points, lines and so on—are prior to propositions or problems. And, likewise, in what we call * grammar ’ a the letters are prior to the syllables. So in the case of a speech will the proem be prior to the narrative.
Besides the three senses aforesaid whatsoever is better, more honourable, is said to be naturally prior. Thus the common folk, speaking of those whom they hold in esteem or affection, describe them as coming first with them or having prior place in their hearts. But this use seems the strangest of all.
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ίο Οι μεν ούν Λεγόμενοι τρόποι του προτόρου σχεδόν τοσοΰτοί εισιν. δάνειε δ* αν πήρα τους ειρημενους και ετερος είναι πρότερον τρόπος· των γάρ άντι· \	στρεφόντων κατο, την του είναι άκολούθησιν τό
/ αίτιον όπωσοΰν θατερω του είναι πρότερον εικότως τη φύσει λεγοιτ αν. ότι δ* εστι τινα τοιαυτα, δῆλον* τό γαρ είναι άνθρωπον άχτιστρεφει κατο. Ιδ την του είναι άκολονθησιν προς τον αληθή περί αύτοΰ λόγον, ει γαρ εστιν άνθροτπος, αληθής ό λόγος ω λεγομεν ότι εστιν άνθρωπος, καί άντι· στρεφει γε· ει γαρ αληθής ὁ λόγος ω λόγομεν ότι εστιν άνθρωπος, εστιν άνθρωπος, εστι 8ε ό μίν αληθής λόγος ούδαμώς αίτιος του είναι τό πράγ^ια, 2ο τό μέντοι πράγμα φαίνεται πως αίτιον του cfmi αληθή τον λόγον τω γαρ είναι τό πράγμα ή μή αληθής ό λόγος ή φευδής λεγεται. ώστε κατά πεντε τρόπους πρότερον ετερον ετερου λεγεται· w XIII. "Αμα δἐ Λἐγεται απλώς μεν κεά κυριω· τατα, ών "ἧ γενεσίς εστιν εν τω αύτώ χρόνω· ουδέτερον γαρ πρότερον ουδέ ύστερόν εστιν αυτών, άμα δε κατά τον χρόνον ταύτα λεγεται. φύσει δε άμα, όσα αντιστρέφει μεν κατά την του εΙι*αι άκο· λούθησιν, μηδαμώς 8ε αίτιον θάτερον θατερω τοΰ είναι εστιν, οίον επί του διπλάσιου καί τοΰ ήμίσεος· S0 αντιστρέφει μεν γάρ ταΰτα (διπλάσιου γάρ οντος εστιν ήμισυ καί ήμίσεος όιτος διπλάσιάν εστιν), ουδέτερον 8ἐ ούδετερω αίτιον τοΰ είναι ἐστιν.
S Και τἀ εκ τοΰ αύτοΰ δε γένους άντιδιηρημενα S5 άλλήλοις άμα τη φύσει λεγεται. άντώιηρήσθαι 3ἐ λεγεται άλλήλοις τα κατά την αυτήν διαίρεσιν,
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These, I think, are the four distinct senses in which we may use the term ‘ prior.’ Yet another might seem to exist beyond those we have already mentioned. For where in the case of two things the existence of either implies or necessitates that of the other, that thing which is somehow the cause may, in consequence, fairly be considered as naturally prior to the other. Such cases can clearly be found. The existence of a man, for example, necessitates the truth of the statement wherein we assert his existence. The converse is also the case. For if he exists, then the statement asserting that fact will be true. If the statement, conversely, is true, then the man referred to must exist. The true statement, however, is nowise the cause of the man’s thus existing ; and yet his existence would seem in some manner or other the cause of the truth of the true proposition. For the latter is called ‘ true ’ or ‘ false,’ as the man thus exists or does not. So it seems that we use the term ‘ prior * in as many as five different senses.
XIII.	‘ Simultaneous ’ we use in its primary and most correct meaning of things that have come into being together. For neither in that case is prior, nor is either posterior to the other. We mean ‘ simultaneous in time.' ‘ Simultaneous ’ in nature we apply to those things where the being of either necessitates that of the other but neither is cause of the other. For instance, take ‘ double ’ and ‘ half,’ for these two have reciprocal dependence. If a double exists, then a half; if a half exists, also a double. And neither of these is the cause of the other’s existence or being.
Species marked off and opposed under one genus each to the others are called ‘ simultaneous * in nature. I mean those marked off or divided by
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οΐον τό 7ττηνόν τῷ πεζώ καί τω ειτ£ψωφ 'ταῦτα γάρ άλλήλοις άντιδιήρχγται εκ του αύτοΰ γένους’ το γαρ ζωον διαιρείται εις ταΰτα, εις τε τἀ πτηνόν καί το πεζόν καί τό ένυδροι1, και ουδέ ν γε τούτων πρότερον ή ύστερόν ἐστιν, ἀλλ* άμα τῇ φύσει τα 15»τοιαυτα δοκεΐ είναι. διαιρεθείη δ* αν καί έκαστοι των τοιούτων εις είδη πάλιν, οΐον τό πεζόν καί τό πτηνόν και τό ενυδρον. εσται οδν κάκείνα άμα τη φύσει, όσα εκ τον αυτού γένους κατά την 6 αυτήν διαίρεσίν εστιν. τα δἐ γένη των ειδών αεί πρότερα’ ου γαρ άιτιστρεφει κατά τὴν του είναι άκολούθησιν, οΐον ένυδρου μεν οντος· εστι ζωον, ζώου δε οντος ούκ ανάγκη ειχ·δρον είναι.
*Αμα ούν τη φύσει λε'γεται, όσα άχτιστρεφει μεν κατά την τού είναι άκολούθησιν, μηδαμώς δὲ ίο αίτιον τό ετερον τω ετερω τού είναι εστι, καί τά εκ τού αύτοΰ γένους άχπιδιηρημει-α άλλήλοις' απλώς δε άμα, ών η γενεσις εν τω αύτώ χρόνω.
» XIV. Κιιηησεως δε' εστιν εΐδη εξ, γενεσις, φθορά, O	αϋξησις, μείωσις, άλλοίωσις, η κατά τόπον μετά·
βολή.	'
is Αι μεν οΰν άλλαι κινήσεις φανερόν ότι ετεραι άλλήλων είσίν ου γάρ εστιν η γενεσις φθορά ουδέ γε η αύξησις μείωσις ούδε η κατά τόπον μετά· βολή, ωσαύτως δἐ και αι άλλαι· επί δι. της αλλοιώσεων εχει τινα απορίαν, μη ποτε άναγκαΖον 2ο ὑ τό άλλοιούμενον κατά τινα των λοιπών κινήσεων άλλοιοΰσθαι. τούτο δε ουκ αληθές εστι· σχεδόν γάρ κατά πάντα τα πάθη ή τά πλεΐστα άλλοιοΰσθαι συμβεβηκεν ήμΐν ούδεμιάς τών άλλων κινήσεων
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identical modes of division. That is to say, the ‘ winged * species is called ‘ simultaneous * in nature with both the 4 aquatic 5 and ‘ terrestrial.’ All are marked off and opposed under one genus each to the others. For into these species is ‘ animal,’ the genus,~ raarked off by division. And none will be prior or posterior; all are in nature ‘simultaneous.’ Each of these species is further marked off into certain subspecies, which also are called ‘ simultaneous ’ in nature for just the same reasons. The genus is prior to the species. That is to say that the order of being cannot be reversed. If the species ‘ aquatic * exists, then does also the genus or ‘ animal ’ ; but granted the genus exists, there is not of necessity the species.
Thus we call ‘ simultaneous 5 in nature those things where the being of either necessitates that of the other but neither is cause of the other, and also those species marked off and opposed under one genus only. We use ‘ simultaneous,’ too, in its first and unqualified sense of those things that have come into being at one and the same time together.
XIV.	There are six kinds of what we call motion— generation, that is, and destruction, increase, diminution, alteration and, finally, changes of place. With a single exception it is plain that all these are distinct from each other. Destruction is not generation, and increase is not diminution, nor yet does it mean change of place. And so also it is with the rest. In the case of alteration, however, it may be objected by some that a subject, when altered, is altered by one of the other five motions. And yet this is not really so. For by all or, at least, most affections alterations are brought about in us that have nought in common whatever with those other motions we
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15 a	^	„	t	%	%
κοινωνοΰσιν ούτε yap ανξ(σθαι αναγκαίου το κατο.
ιπάθος κινούμενον ούτε μειούσθαι, ώσαύτα>ς δἐ *αὶ 25 ἐπι τῶν άλλων, ωσθ* ετερα αν αη παρὰ τὸ? άλλας κινήσεις ή άλλοίωσις- ει γάρ ήν ή αυτή, εδει το άλλοιούμενον ευθύς και αύξεσθαι ή μαονσθαι ή τινα των άλλων άκολονθεΐν κιιήσεων άλλ* ούκ ανάγκη, ωσαύτως δε και το ανξαι·ομει·ον η τινα άλλην κίνησιν κινούμ€νον άλλοιονσθαι εδει’ άλλ* so ίστι τινα αυξανόμενα α ονκ άλλοιονται, οΐον το
/	/	Λ ,	Ι* u>	t
τετράγωνον γνωμονος περιτενεντος ηυςηται μεν, άλλοιότερον δε ούδεν γεγειηται- ωσαύτως δε καί επι των άλλων των τοιούτων.	ωσθ* ετεραι αν
ειησαν αι κινήσεις άλλήλων.
i χ yv
15 b Έστι δε απλώς μεν κοήσει rjpfjiyi εναιτία, ταΐς δε καθ* εκαστα αι καθ* εκαστα, γει·εσει μεν φθορά, αυξήσει δε μείωσις, τη δἐ κατά τόπον μεταβολή η κατά τόπον ηρεμία, μάλιστα δ* εοικεΐ’ άιτικεισθαι δ η προς τον εναντίον τόπον μεταβολή, οΐον τη
κάτωθεν ή άνω, τη δε άνωθεν ή κάτω, τη δἐ 104
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mentioned. For that which is thereby affected need not be increased or diminished or undergo any such process. It follows that alteration is different from all other species of motion. For, were it the same with some other, the object, when altered, would straightway be also increased or diminished or undergo some other motion. But that is not so of necessity. Moreover, whatever was increased or was subject to some other motion would be of necessity altered. And yet there are things that increase and are not thereby altered as well. For example, if a gnomon is added, a square is increased in its size but does not undergo alteration, remaining a square as before.® So it is with all similar forms. Alteration and increase, it follows, are two distinct species of motion.
Rest is, broadly, the contrary of motion. But particular species of motion have each their particular contraries. Thus change in place may be said to have rest in a place for its contrary, increase will have diminution, generation destruction or corruption. But as for the first of those mentioned, a change to the contrary place would appear in the strictest sense contrary—that is, ascent to descent and descent to ascent and the like. But as for the
a The accompanying figure illustrates what is meant about the square and the Gnomon.
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λοιπή των άποδοθεισών κινήσεων οι) ρόδιον απο· δούναι τί ποτε ἐστιν εναιπίον, εοικε δἐ ούδεν εΐικιι αντή εναντίον, ει μη τις και cm ταυτης την κατο, τδ ποιον ήρεμίαν άντιτιθείη η την εις τ ο ivaiTiov ίο τοΰ ποιον μεταβολήν, καθάπερ καί επι της κατα τόπον μεταβολής την κατά τόπον ηρεμίαν ή την εις τον εναντίον τόπον μεταβολήν εστι γαρ ή άλλοίωσις μεταβολή κατά το ποιόν, ώστε αντί· κείσεται τῇ κ>ατ® τὸ ποιον κινήσει η κατα το ποιον ηρεμία ή ή εις το εναντίον τοΰ ποιοΰ μετά· 15 βολή, οΐον το λευκόν γίνεσθαι το* μόλαν γίνεσϋαι* άλλοιονται γάρ εις τα εν αι τ ία τοΰ ποιου μετά-βολής γινόμενης.
XV. Τό δε εχειν κατά πλείονας τρόπους λεγεται. ή γάρ ως εξιν καί διάθεσιν ή άλλην τινα ποιότητα· 20 λεγόμεθα γάρ και επιστήμην τινα εχειν και αρετήν. ή ως ποσόν, οΐον ο τυγχάνει τις εχων μεγεθος* λεγεται γάρ τρίπηχυ μεγεθος εχειν ή τετράπηχυ. ή ως τά περί τό σώμα, οΐον ιμάτιον ή χιτωι·α. ή ως εν μορίω, οΐον εν χειρι δακτύλιον. τ) ἀκ μέρος, οΐον χεΐρα ή πόδα. ή ώς εν άν/είω. οΐον 25 ό μέδιμνος τούς πυρούς ή τό κεράμιον τον οίνον οίνον γάρ εχειν τό κεράμιον λεγεται, και ό μέδιμνος πυρούς’ ταΰτ οΰν πάιτα εχειν λεγεται ώς εν άγγείω. ή ως κτήμα· εχειν γάρ οικίαν ή αγρόν λεγόμεθα.
Αεγόμεθα δε και γυναίκα εχειν και ή γυνή eo άνδρα’ εοικε δε άλλοτριώτατος ό νυν ρηθε'ις τρόπος 106
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motion remaining of those we have mentioned above, it were no easy matter to say what its contrary actually is. And, in fact, it appears to have none or, here too, it is ‘ rest in its quality * or ‘ change to the contrary quality,’ just as we said change of place had for contrary rest in a place or a change to a contrary place. Alteration means change of a quality. Therefore, to qualitative motion we oppose either rest in its quality or change to a contrary quality. Thus black and white will be contraries; therefore, becoming the one will be contrary to becoming the other. There is change of a quality here, which implies alteration, in consequence, into a contrary quality.
XV.	‘ To have * has a good many meanings. We use it of habits, dispositions and also of all other qualities. Thus we are said to ‘ have * virtue, to ‘ have ’ this or that piece of knowledge. And then it is used of a quantity, such as the height a man has. So it is that we say that a man ‘ has ’ a stature of three or four cubits. Again, it is used of apparel; a man ‘ has ’ a cloak or a tunic. Moreover, we use it of things that we ‘ have ’ on some part of the body, a ring on the finger, for instance. We employ it of parts of the body ; a man ‘ has ’ a hand or a foot. It is used in the case of a vessel : a jar will be said to ‘ have * wine and a corn-measure said to ‘ have a * wheat. And in cases like these we are thinking of what is contained in the vessel. Once more, we use ‘ have ’ of a property, men ‘ having ’ houses or fields.
People say that a man ‘ has ’ a wife and a wife, in like manner, a husband. This meaning is very
e In English, of course, we say * hold.’
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του εχειν ονδεν γάρ <χλΛο τω εχει γιη·αικα σημαινο* μεν ῆ οτι συνοικεί.
"\σως δ* άυ και άλλοι τινες φανείησαν τον εχειν τρόποι· οι δἐ ειωθότες λεγεσΰαι σχεδόν απόντες κατηρίθμηνται.
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far-fetched. When we say that a man has a wife, then we mean that he lives with her merely.
There may be more senses of ‘ have.’ But the customary meanings, I think, are set forth in the foregoing summary.
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SUMMARY OF ΤΙ IΚ PRINCIPAL THEMES
Ch. 1. The relation of language thought.
Isolated notions express neither truth nor
falsehood.
Combination of notions or idea* in propositions or ju<!i;cin«*nts essential before truth or error is possible.
Ch. 2. Definition of a noun.
Nouns simple or composite.
Indefinite nouns.
Casrs of noim*.
Ch. S. Definition of a wrb.
Indefinite verbs.
Tenses of verbs.
Ch. 4·. Definition of n smtcnce.
Not every sentence a proposition.
Ch. 5. Of simple and omnplrx ur composite propositions.
Ch. β. Of contradictory propositions.
Ch. 7. Of universal, indefinite and particular affirmative and negative projH>sitioiis.
Of contrary as opposed to contradictory propositions.
Ch. 8. Definition of single propositions.
Ch. 9· Of propositions referring to the future, as opposed to propositions referring to the present time or to the past.
112
ON INTERPRETATION
Ch. 10. Affirmative and negative propositions arranged with a diagram in pairs.
The correct position of the negative (ον).
Of the truth and error of certain propositions. Of propositions with indefinite nouns or indefinite nouns and verbs.
To transpose the subject and predicate makes no difference to the meaning of propositions. Ch. 11. Some propositions that seem to be simple are really compound.
So are some dialectical questions.
The nature of dialectical questions.
Two simple propositions, which have the same subject, may be true ; but we cannot of necessity combine the two predicates into one predicate.
Several predicates holding of one subject, when taken by themselves and individually, cannot be combined together to make up one simple proposition, unless all are essential to the subject and none is implied in another. Ch. 12. Of propositions affirming or denying the possible, impossible, contingent and necessary, and of their proper contradictories.
Ch. 13. The relations that subsist between such propositions.
The relation of the actual to the possible. Three classes of entities.
Ch. 14. Of the proper contrary of an affirmation, whether universal or particular.
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ΠΕΡΙ ΕΡΜΗΝΕΙΑΣ
1β» Ι. Πρώτον δεῖ θίσθαι τί όνομα καὶ τί ρήμα, έπειτα τί ἐστιν άπόψασις καί κατάφασις και από· φανσις καί λόγος.
*Έστι μέν ον ν τα tv τῆ φω νη των tv ττ} ψυχή δ παθημάτων σύμβολα, καί τα γραφόμ(να των tv τη φωνή. καί ώσπερ ovht γράμματα πάσι τα αυτά, ovSt φω ναι αι ανταί· ω ν μέντοι ταθτα σημεία πρώτως, ταντά πάσι παθήματα της ψυχής, καί ών ταυτα όμοιώ}ΐατα, πράγματα ἦτὴ ταντά. 7Tipi μεν ουν τούτων ειρηται tv τοΐς περί ψνχης* άλλης γάρ πραγματείας.
ίο Έστι δ*, ώσπερ tv τη ψυχή ότί μῖν νόημα άνευ του άληθεύειν η ψεύάεσθαι, ότε ht ηόη ω ανάγκη τούτων νπάρχειν θάτ tpov, ο Οτ ω και tv τη φωνή' π€ρί γάρ σύνθ€σιν καί hiaiptaiv tori το ψεύδος
• It is hard to say which is the pa&s«gr. provided this means the l)« minima. Dr. W. U. Kos* tut* obvnctl that 'The ])e Interpretation* was suspected by ΛruJronicus, oo the ground, apparently, of a rrfrrrner to thr /V Anima to which nothing in that work corr<*^»nds. Ttvre arc, however, many such references in undoubtrdlr frrnuinr works of Aristotle, and more than one way of rxpUinin^ them. There is strong external evidence for its authenticity; Theophrastus and Eudcmus both wrote t>ook< which vrm to presuppose it, and Ammonius tells us that Andmnicus 114
ON INTERPRETATION
I.	Let us, first of all, define noun and verb, then explain what is meant by denial, affirmation, proposition and sentence.
Words spoken are symbols or signs of affections or impressions of the soul; written words are the signs of words spoken. As writing, so also is speech not the same for all races of men. But the mental affections themselves, of which these words are primarily signs, are the same for the whole of mankind, as are also the objects of which those affections are representations or likenesses, images, copies. With these points, however, I dealt in my treatise concerning the soul ° ; they belong to a different inquiry from that which we now have in hand.
As at times there are thoughts in our minds unaccompanied by truth or by falsity, while there are others at times that have necessarily one or the other, so also it is in our speech, for combination and division are essential before you can have truth and
was the only critic who cast doubt on it. Finally, its style and grammar seem to be genuinely Aristotelian. All that can really be said against it is that much of it is somewhat elementary ; but Aristotle doubtless gave elementary as well as advanced lectures ’ {Aristotle, p. 10). The Provost of Oriel remarks that H. Maier ‘ suggests that the reference in 16 a 8 should be transferred to 16 a 13 and relates to De An. iii. 6.’
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και το αληυ€ς. τα μετ ovv ονοματα αιττα και τα ρήματα eoiKt τω άν(ν σνι θέσ<.ως και διαιρέσ*ως 15 νοήματι, οϊον το άνθρωπος η τό λ(νκόν, όταν μη προστίθή τι* ουτ€ γάρ ψ*νόος ουτι αληθές πω. σημέιον δ* ἐστι τοΰό*· και γάρ 6 τραγέλαφος σημαίνει μιν τι, ονπω δε άληθίς η φιύόος, έάν μη τό (ΐναι η μη tlvai προστιθή, η απλών η κατο, χρόνον.
20	II. "Ονομα μῖν ούν ἐστι φωχά) σημαντική *ατἀ συνθήκην avcv χρόνου, ^ς μηδ<ν μέρος ἐστι σημαντικού κεχωρισμένον tv γαρ τω Κάλλιππος το ίππος ούδίν αυτό καθ* catm> σημαίνει, ωσπ<ρ tv τω λόγω τω καλός Ιππος. ου μήν ούδ’ ώσπερ έν τοΐς άπλοις όνόμασιν, όντως Ιχ*ι και tv τοΐς
21	συμπ€πλ€γμένοις* έν έκ(ίνοις μιν γαρ τό μέρος ούδαμώς σημαντικόν, έν δἐ τουτοις βούλεται μέν, άλλ* ούδ€νός κ€χωρισμένον, οιον έν τω έπακτρο· κέλης τό κέλης ούδέν σημαίνει καθ' έαιττό.
Τό δἐ κατά συνθήκην, ότι φυσά των Svofidrwv ονδέν ἐστιν, άλλ’ όταν γέι-ηται σύμβολον, έπ<ι δηλοΰσί γέ τι και οι αγράμματοι φόφοι, οίον θηρίων, ών ούδέν έστιν όνομα. so Τό δ* ούκ άνθρωπος ούκ όνομα, ου μήν ουδέ Κεῖται ονομα ο τι δεῖ καλ*ΐν αυτό’ ουτ( γάρ λόγος ουτ€ άπόφασίς έστιν. άλλ* έστω όνομία αόριστον, ότι ομοίως έφ* ότουουν υπάρχει και οντος και μή οντος.
• τ) άτλί’ϊ ή κατά χρ&νορ; some would render these word* ' In the present or some other ten***.’ I retain the Grtrk word rendered ‘ goat-stag,’ which stands for n fabulous animal,
half of it goat and half stafr, since the word can nowadays be
found in a number of ροοά F.nplUh dictionaries.
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falsity. A noun or a verb by itself much resembles a concept or thought which is neither combined nor disjoined. Such is * man,’ for example, or ‘ white/ if pronounced without any addition. As yet it is not true nor false. And a proof of this lies in the fact that ‘ tragelaphos,’ while it means something, has no truth nor falsity in it, unless in addition you predicate being or not-being of it, whether generally (that is to say, without definite time-connotation) or in a particular tense.®
II.	A noun is a sound having meaning established by convention alone but no reference whatever to time, while no part of it has any meaning, considered apart from the whole. Take the proper name * Good-steed,’ for instance. The ‘ steed ’ has no meaning apart, as it has in the phrase ‘ a good steed.’ It is necessary to notice, however, that simple nouns differ from composite. While in the case of the former the parts have no meaning at all, in the latter they have a certain meaning but not as apart from the whole. Let us take ‘ pirate-vessel,’ for instance. The ‘ vessel ’ has no sense whatever, except as a part of the whole.
We have already said that a noun signifies this or that by convention. No sound is by nature a noun : it becomes one, becoming a symbol. Inarticulate noises mean something—for instance, those made by brute beasts. But no noises of that kind are nouns.
‘ Not-man ’.and the like are not nouns, and I know of no recognized names we can give such expressions as these, which are neither denials nor sentences. Call them (for want of a better) by the name of indefinite nouns, since we use them of all kinds of things, non-existent as well as existing.
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16 b Τό 8c Φίλωνος rj Φίλων* και όοα rotavra, ούκ ονόματα άλλα πτώσεις ονόματος, λόγος δέ ἱστιν αυτοί» τα μιν άλλα κατά τα αότά* ότι 8c μ*τα τοΰ εστιν η ήν η όσται ούκ άληθευ€ΐ ή φν^χται, τἀ δἐ όνομα ἀεί* οίυν Φίλοινος ἐστι»’ ἡ οὐκ: ίστιν 6 οῖδἐν γάρ πω ούτε αληθεύει ούτε φενό*τοι.
III.	*Ρῆμα δέ ἐ(ττι τό προσσημαίνον χρόνον, ου μέρος ού8εν σημαίνει χωρίς, και Ιστιν αει των καθ* ότόρου λ^γομόνων σημειον. λόγω δ* οτ» προσσημαίνει χρόνον, οΐον υγίεια μῖν όνομα, τὸ δἐ υγιαίνει ρήμα* προσσημαίνε ι yap τό νῦν ι/π-ίο άρχ€ΐν. και αει των κό#’ Ιτ όρου λεγομόναητ σημεΐόν εστιν, οΐον των καθ' ύποκειμόιαυ η €ν ύποκε ιμενω.
Τό δἐ οὺς υγιαίνω ι και τό ου κάμν€ι ου ρήμα λόγω· προσσημαίνει μιν γάρ χρόνον καί αει *ατἀ τινος νπάρχε ι, τῆ 8ἐ 8ιαφορα όνομα ου κεΐται' άλλ* 16 ἴστω αόριστον ρήμα, ότι ομοίως εφ' ότουονν υπάρχει, και οντος και μή οντος.
'Ομοίως 8ε και το ύγίανεν ή τό ύγιαν(ΐ ού ρήμα, αλλά πτώσις ρήματος· όιαφερει 8ε του ρηήματος, ότι τό μεν τον παρόντα προσσημαίνει χρόνον, τά 8c τό περιξ.
ίο Αυτά μεν ούν καθ* όαυτά Λεγάμενα τα ρήματα ονόματα ἐστι και σημαίνει τι [ΐστησι γάρ ό λόγων 118
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‘ Of Philo,’ ‘ to Philo,’ and so on are cases of nouns and not nouns. Otherwise we define all these cases as the noun in itself is defined ; but when * is,* * was ’ or ‘ will be * is added, they do not then form propositions, which either are true or are false, as the noun itself always does then. For ‘ of Philo is * cannot by itself constitute a true or false proposition. Nor yet can ‘ of Philo is not/
III.	A verb is a sound which not only conveys a particular meaning but has a time-reference also. No part by itself has a meaning. It indicates always that something is said or asserted ο/'something. Let me explain what I mean by ‘ it has a time-reference also.’ Now, ‘ health * is a noun, for example, ‘ is healthy * is a verb, not a noun. For the latter conveys its own meaning but also conveys that the state signified (namely, health) now exists. Then, a verb was an indication of something asserted of something; I mean, of a something predicated of a subject or found present in it.
‘ Is not-ill,’ ‘ is not-well * and so on I should not, for my own part, call verbs. Though they certainly have the time-reference and function at all times as predicates, I know of no recognized name. Let us call them (for want of a better) by the name of indefinite verbs, since we use them of all kinds of things, non-existent as well as existent.
‘ He was healthy ’ or 4 he will be healthy ’ I likewise should not call a verb. I should call it the tense of a verb. Verb and tenses in this respect differ : the verb indicates present time but the tenses all times save the present.
Verbs by themselves, then, are nouns, and they stand for or signify something, for the speaker stops
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την διάνοιαν, και υ άκυνσας τ)ρεμησεν), άΛλ* ει εστιν η μη, ουπω σημαίνει’ ov&c γάρ τἀ είναι η μη είναι σημειόν ἐ«ττι τ ον πράγματος, ovh* ἐάν τό ου εΐττης αντ 6 καθ* εα ντο ψιλόν, αυτό μεν γάρ 25 οόδἐυ ἐστι, προσσημαίιει δε σννθεσίν τινα, ην άνευ των σνγκειμενων ονκ εστι νοήσαι,
IV.	Aoyoj δί ἐστι φωιἡ σημαντικη1 ής τῶν μερών τι σημαιτικυν ἐστι κεχωρισμενον, ως φασις, ἀλλ* οὺς ᾶς κατάφασις η άπόφασις. λέγω hi, οϊον άνθρωπος σημαίνει μιν τι, ἀλλ’ οὐχ στι ἐστιν η ονκ ἐστιν· αΛΛ’ toται κατάφασις η απο·
&'φασις, ἐάν τι προστεθή. άλλ* υὺς» του αιθριυπον συλλαβή μία. ονόε γάρ ι ν τω μ Ος το Ος ση (ιοντικόν, άλλα φωιή ἐστι νυν μόι-ον. iv hi τοῖς διπλοί? σημαίνει μιν, άΛλ* ου καθ' αυτό, ως προείρηται.
17 a "Εστι δε λάγον ὑπα? μεν σημαιτικός, οίγ ακ οργανον hi, άλλ* ώ? προείρηται, κατά συνθήκην, αποφαντικός δε ου πας, άΧΥ εν ω το αληθευειν η φενδεσθαι υπάρχει. ονκ εν άπασι ht υπάρχει, β ο ιον η ευχή λόγος μεν, άλλ’ ούτε αληθης ούτε φευδής. οι μεν ουν άλλοι άφείσΟωσαν" ρητορικής γάρ η ποιητικής οίκειοτερα ή σκεφις* ο hi αποφαντικός της νυν θεωρίας.
V.	Έστι δἐ είί πρώτος λόγος αποφαντικός κατα-ίο φασις, εΐτα άπόφασις’ οι δ* άλλοι παντες awhiopw
εις.
1 Β. adds κατά *ιτ&ή*η*. * 6
• Here the existential >en>«· of the verb * to be * i* ignored and the copulative only considered.
6 Aristotle, of cour>e, has in mind abo questions commands and the like.
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his process of thinking and the mind of the hearer acquiesces. However, they do not as yet express positive or negative judgements. For even the infinitives * to be,’ ‘ not to be,’ and the participle ‘ being * are indicative only of fact, if and when something further is added. They indicate nothing themselves but imply a copulation or synthesis, which we can hardly conceive of apart from the things thus combined,®
IV.	A sentence is significant speech, of which this οτ that part may have meaning—as something, that is, that is uttered but not as expressing a judgement of a positive or negative character. Let me explain this more fully. Take * mortal.’ This, doubtless, has meaning but neither affirms nor denies ; some addition or other is needed before it can affirm or deny. But the syllables of ‘ mortal * are meaningless. So it is also with ‘ mouse,’ of which ‘ -ouse * has no meaning whatever and is but a meaningless sound. But we saw that in composite nouns the particular parts have a meaning, although not apart from the whole.
But while every sentence has meaning, though not as an instrument of nature but, as we observed, by convention, not all can be called propositions. We call propositions those only that have truth or falsity in them. A prayer is, for instance, a sentence but neither has truth nor has falsity. Let us pass over all such, as their study more properly belongs to the province of rhetoric or poetry.6 We have in our present inquiry propositions alone for our theme.
V.	A simple affirmation is the first kind, a simple negation the second of those propositions called simple. The rest are but one by conjunction.
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’Ανάγκη hi πάιτα λόγον αποφαντικόν εκ ρήματος είναι ή πτώσεως ρήματος· και γάρ ό του άι-θρωπου λόγος, εάν μή το εστιν ή ήν ή ῖσται ή τι τοιοΰτον προστεθή, ουπω λόγος άποφαιτικός. διότι Βή εν τί ἐστιν άλλ’ ου πολλά τό ζῷον πεζόν Βιπουν ου γάρ δἡ τω σύνεγγυς tίρήσθαι εις εσται. tern 15 he άλλης πραγματείας τούτο είπεΐν.
Έστι he εις λόγος αποφαντικός ή 6 tv δτὴῶν ή ό σννόεσμω εΐς, πολλοί he οι πολλά *αι μή tv ή οι άσύνόετοι.
Τό μεν ονν όνομα ή ρήμα φάσις έστω μόνον, επειόή ούκ εστιν είπεΐν ούτω όηλούιτά τι ττ} φευ vt} ώστε άποφαίνεσθαι, ή ερωτώιτός τινος, ή μή, 20 άλλ* αυτόν προαιρούμενον.
Τούτων he ή μεν απλή εστιν άπόφαιηις, οΐον τι κατά τινος ή τί από τινος, ή hi εκ τούτων συγκείμενη οΐον λόγος τις ήόη σύνθετος. ἐστι δε ή άπλή άπόφανσις φωι-η σημαιτική περί του υπ-άρχ€ιν τι ή μή ύπαρχε ιν, ως οι χρόνοι άιήρηνται.
25 VI. Κατάφασις he εστιν αποφαι·σις τιι-ος κατά τινος. άπόφασις he εστιν άπόφανσις τιιος αιτο τινος.
Έπει δἐ εστι και τό ύπαρχον άποφαίνεσθαι ως μή ύπάρχον καί τό μή ύπάρχον ως ύπάρχον και τό ύπάρχον ως ύπάρχον καί τό μή ύπαρχον ως
β Complex or composite propositions arc those that comprise more than one, as, for instance, * A U B, C and D, ΓΑ is B, and C is D,’ and so forth.
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Of all propositions a verb or a tense of a verb must form part. The definition, for instance, of ‘ man/ unless ‘ is,’ ‘ was ’ or ‘ will be ’ is added or something or other of that kind, does not constitute a proposition. But someone may ask how the phrase, ‘ footed animal, having two feet,’ can be held to be one and not many. That the words are pronounced in succession does not constitute them a unity. However, that question belongs to a different inquiry from the present.
Now, those propositions are single which indicate one single fact or are one, as we said, by conjunction. And those propositions are many which indicate not one but many or else have their parts unconjoined.
Nouns and verbs let us call mere expressions. For we cannot use mere nouns or verbs, when expressing or enunciating something, for the purpose of making a statement, and that is so whether we happen to express a spontaneous opinion or someone propounded a question to which we are giving an answer.
And so, to return, we repeat that one kind of propositions is simple, comprising all those that affirm or deny some one thing of another, while the other is composite, that is, compounded of simple propositions.0 And a simple proposition, more fully, is a statement possessing a meaning, affirming or denying the presence of some other thing in a subject in time past or present or future.
VI.	We mean by affirmation a statement affirming one thing of another ; we mean by negation a statement denying one thing of another.
As men can affirm and deny both the presence of that which is present and the presence of that which is absent and this they can do with a reference to
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17 a	,	,	,	,	,	,	% c, -
so μη ύπαρχον, και περ ι τοι·? έκτος όε του νυν
χρόνους ωσαύτως, άπαν αν ειδεχοιτο και ο κατ-εφησε τις άποφήσαι και υ άπ εφησε τις κατα-φησαι. ώστε δηλον ότι πόση κατοικίσει €στιν άπόφασις αιπικειμει·η και πόση άποφάσει κατάφασις. και έστω άντίφκισις τούτο, κατάφασις και άπόφασις αι άντικείμεναι. λέγω δε αντι-8ό κεΐσθαι την του αυτού κατά τού αυτού, μη ομιυ-νύμως δε, και όσα άλλα τών τοιουτων πpooh ι-οριζόμεθα προς τάς σοφιστικός ενοχλήσεις.
VII.	Έπεί δ* εστι τα μιν καθόλου των πραγ-40 μάτων τα δε καθ' έκαστον (λε'γω δε καθόλου μεν ο επί πλειόνων πεφυκε καττγγορεισθαι, καθ 17 b έκαστον δε ο μη, οϊον άνθρωπος μεν τών καθόλου, Καλλίας δε τών καθ* έκαστον)’ άι-άγκη δε άπο· φαίνεσθαι ως υπάρχει τι η μη ότε μεν τών καθόλου τινι, ότε δε τών καθ* έκαστον. εάν μεν ουν καθόλου άποφαίιτγται επί τού καθόλου ότι υπάρχει 6 τι η μη, εσοιται εναιτίαι αι αποφάνσεις, λέγω δε επί τού καθόλου άποφαίνεσθαι καθόλου, οϊον πας άνθρωπος λευκός, ούδείς άνθρωπος λευκάς, όταν δε επί τών καθόλου μεν, μη καθόλου δε, αΰται μεν ούκ είσιν εναντία ι, τά μέντοι δηλουμενα εστιν είναι εναντία ποτε, λέγω δε τό μη καθόλου ίο άποφαίνεσθαι επί τών καθόλου, οϊον εστι λευκός άνθρωπος, ούκ εστι λευκός άνθρωπος’ καθόλου γάρ οντος του άνθρωπος ούχ ως καθόλου κεχρητοι
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times that lie outside the present, whatever a man may affirm, it is possible as well to deny, and whatever a man may deny, it is possible as well to affirm. Thus, it follows, each affirmative statement will have its own opposite negative, just as each negative statement will have its affirmative opposite. Every-such pair of propositions we, therefore, shall call contradictories, always assuming the predicates and subjects are really the same and the terms used Λνίΐΐιοιιΐ ambiguity. These and some other provisos are needed in view of the puzzles propounded by importunate sophists.
VII. Of things there are some universal and some individual or singular, according, I mean, as their nature is such that they can or they cannot be predicates of numerous subjects, as ‘ man,’ for example, and ‘ Callias.’
Propositions, affirmative and negative, must sometimes have universal subjects, at others individual or singular. Suppose we state two propositions, one affirmative, one of them negative, both universal in form, having one universal for subject; then these propositions are contrary. By ‘ both universal in form, having one universal for subject/ I mean to say such propositions as ‘ every man is white,* on the one hand, and ‘ no man is white/ on the other. When, however, the two propositions, while having a universal subject, are not universal in character, we cannot describe them as contraries, though on occasions, it may be, the meaning intended is contrary. Take as examples of these ‘ man is white,’ ‘ man is not white * and so on. The subject or ‘ man * is universal, and yet the propositions themselves are not stated as though universal. For neither contains the word
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rfj άποφάνσει* τό γάρ πας ον τό καθόλου σημαίνει ἀλλ* οτι καθόλου. επί δἐ του κατηγορουμένου καθόλου κατηγορεΐν τό καθόλου ονκ έστιν αληθές’ ούδεμία γάρ κατάφασις αληθής έσται, έν ὐ τον 15 κατηγορουμένου καθόλου τό καθόλου κατηγορεΐται, οΐον εστι ττ ας άνθρωπος ττ αν ζώο ν.
Άιτικεΐσθαι μεν ονν κατάφασιν άποφάσει λέγω άιτιφατικώς την τό καθόλου σημαα·ο νσαν τω αντώ ότι ου καθόλου, οΐον ττας άνθρωπος λευκός —οι) πας άνθρωπος λευκός, ουδεις άνθρωπος λευκός 20 —ἐστι τις άνθρωπος λευκάς' έναι-τίως δ< την του καθόλου κατάφασιν καί την του καθόλου άπόφασιν, οΐον πας άνθρωπος λευκός—οόδός άνθρωπος λευκός, πας άνθρωπος δίκαιος οιώεις άνθρωπος δίκαιος.
Διό τ αντος μεν ονχ οΐόν τε άμα αληθείς είναι, τ ας δἐ άντικειμένας ανταις ενδέχεται ποτε επι 25 του αυτόν άμα άλι^θεϊς είναι, οΐον ον πας άΐ’θρωπος λευκός και εστι τις άνθρωπος λευκός, οσαι μεν ονν αντιφάσεις των καθόλου είσι καθόλου, αναγκη την ετέραν αληθή είναι ή φευδή, καί όσαι επί των
α 4 Distributed/ in the language of the text l>ook*.
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‘ every.’ The subject is not a universal in virtue of having an ‘ every ’; but ‘ every/ applied to the subject, confers on the whole proposition its absolute universality. And yet, if both subject and predicate are used in their fullest extension,0 the resulting proposition will be false. For, indeed, no affirmation at all could, in those circumstances, be true. ‘ Every man is every animal * will serve as a good illustration of this.
When their subject is one and the same but of two propositions the affirmative clearly indicates in its terms that the subject is taken universally, the negative, however, that the subject is not universally-taken, I call them contradictorily opposed. Examples are * every man is white,’ ‘ not every man is white ’ and the like, or, again, we have ‘ some men are white/ to which ‘ no man is white ’ is opposed in the manner of which I am speaking. Propositions are contrarily opposed when affirmative and negative alike are possessed of a universal character—the subject, that is, in both cases being marked as universally taken. Thus ‘ every man is white or ‘ is just ’ is the contrary, not the contradictory, of ‘ no man is white ’ or ‘ is just.’
In the case of such contraries we see that not both can be true at one time. Notwithstanding, their contradictories sometimes are both of them true, though their subject be one and the same. On the one hand, ‘ not every man is white,’ on the other hand, * some men are white ’ will be both of them true propositions. But of those contradictory opposites having universals for subjects and being universal in character, one must be true, the other false. This also holds good of propositions with singular terms
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καθ' εκαστα, οΓον ἐστι Σωκράτης λευκός—ονκ earn Σωκράτης λευκό?· δσαι δε επί τῶν καθολου 80 μεν, μη καθόλου δέ ούκ αει η μεν αληθής ή δἐ ψευδής. άμα yap αληθές tarty €ιπεΐν οτι εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός και ότι ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός, καί εστιν άνθρωπος καλός και ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος καλός. ει yap αισχρός, και ου καλός' και ει γίνεται τι, και ονκ εστιν. δοξειε δ αν 85 εξαίφνης άτοπον είναι διά το φαίνεσΰαι σημαίνειν το ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος λευκάς αμα και οτι ουδεις άνθρωπος λευκός· τό δε ούτε ταύτόν σημαίΐ’ει ονθ άμα εξ ανάγκης.
Φανερόν δε οτι και μία άπόφασις μιας κατα· φάσεώς ἐστι· τό γάρ αυτό δει άποφήσαι την από~ φασιν οπερ κατεφησεν ή κατάφασις, και απο του α λ αυτόν, ή των καθ’ εκαστά τινος ή από των καθόλου τινός, ή ως καθόλου ή ως μη καθολου. λέγω δε οιον ἐστι Σωκράτης λευκός—ούκ εεττι Σωκράτης λευκός, εάν δε άλλο τι η απ άλλου το αύτό, ούχ ή αχπικειμενη άλλ εσται εκείνης ετερα. τη δε πας άνθρωπος λευκός ή ου πας 6 άνθρωπος λευκός, τη δε τις άνθρωπος λευκός η ουδεις άνθρωπος λευκός· τη δε εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός ή ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός.
9Οτι μεν ούν μια καταφάσει μία άπόφασις αντί-κειται άντιφατικώς, και τινες είσιν ανται, ειρηται' ίο καί ότι αι εναντίαι άλλαι, και τινες εισιν ανται,
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for their subjects, as ‘ Socrates is white * and ‘ not white.’ When, however, the two propositions are not universal in character, albeit about universals, not always do we find it the case that of these one is true, the other false. For, indeed, we can state very truly that man is and man is not white, and that man is and man is not beautiful. If ugly, a man is not beautiful; neither as yet is he beautiful, if he but tends to become so. This view on a summary notice may well seem repugnant to reason, since ‘ man is not white * would appear the equivalent of ‘ no man is white.’ But they do not, in fact, mean the same, nor, again, are they both of necessity true at the same time or false. It is evident that the denial corresponding to a single affirmation itself must be single as well. The denial, that is, must deny just the thing the affirmation affirms of the selfsame, identical subject. We further require that the subjects be both universal or singular and also that both should be used or not used in their fullest extension.0 ‘ Socrates is white * and ‘ not -white * constitute in this manner a pair. But if anything else is denied or the subject itself should be changed, though the predicate yet may remain, the denial will not correspond but be one that is simply distinct. To ‘ every man is white,’ for example, ‘ not every man is white * corresponds, as ‘ no man is white,’ ‘ man is not white * to ‘ some men are white,’ ‘ man is white.’
Now to sum up the foregoing statements, we showed that a single negation is opposed to a single affirmation in the manner we called contradictory and also explained which these were. From the class of contradictory propositions we further distinguished the contrary, explaining which these also were. We,
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ειρηταί' καί οτ ι ον πάσα αληθης η φεχ&ής αντί· φασις, καί δια τί, και πότε αληθης η ψευδής.
VIII.	Μία δἐ ἐστι κατάφασις Kat αποφασις η εν /ca0’ ciOj σημαίνουσα, ή καθολου οιτος καθολου τ) μή ομοίως, οϊον ττάς αιΌρωπος λευκός εστιν—
15 οι)κ εστι πας άνθρωπος λευκάς, εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός—ούκ ἐστιν άνθρωπος λευκάς, ουΒεις άνθρωπος λευκός—ἐστι τις άνθρωπος λευκός, ει το λευκόν εν σημαίνει. ει hi δυοῖν εν ο νο μα κεΐται, εξ ών μη εστιν εν, ου μία κατάφασις,Λ οϊον ει 20 τις θεϊτο όνομα Ιμάτιον ΐππω και ανθρωπψ, το εστιν ίμάτιον λευκόν, αύτη ου μία κατάφασις ovSi άπόφασις μία. ovhiv γάρ όιαφχ'ρει τούτο ειπεΐν ἣ εστιν ίππος και άνθρωπος λευκός, τούτο hi ούΒεν όιαφερει τού ειπεΐν εστιν Ιππος λευκός και εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός. ει ουν αύται πολλά 25 σημαίνουσι και είσι πολλαί, Βήλον ότι καί ὴ πρώτη ήτοι πολλά η ούόεν σημαίνει· οι) γάφ εστιν ο τις άνθρωπος ίππος. ώστε ούδ’ εν ταυταις ανάγκη την μεν αληθή τὴν hi ψευόή είναι άι*τί· φασιν.
IX.	Έπί μεν ούν των οιτων και γενομ,ενων ανάγκη την κατάφασιν ή την άπόφασιν αληθή ή
80 φενόή εΐναι, και επι μεν των καθόλου ως καθόλου 1 Β. adds ο ι’<3 έ άτ&φααι t μΐ«.
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moreover, have proved of two opposites that it is not the case always that one must be true and one false, and we set forth the reasons for this and explained the conditions in which one is false, if the other h true.
VIII.	A statement is single or one, when it either affirms or denies some one thing and no more of another, be the subject universal or not and the statement universal or not. We may take for examples the following, provided that ‘ white * has one meaning :
Every man is white. Not every man is white.
Man is white.	Man is not white.
No man is white.	Some men are white.
If, however, one word has two meanings, which do not combine to make one, the affirmation itself is not one. If, for instance, you gave the name ‘ garment * alike to a horse and a man, then it follows that ‘ garment is white ’ Λνοιιΐά be not one but two affirmations, as also would ‘ garment is not white ' be not one denial but two. For the statement that ‘ garment is white * really means ‘ horse and man both are white.’ And this statement, in turn, is the same as to say ‘ horse is white,5 ‘ man is white.’ And if these have more meanings than one and do not, in effect, make one statement, it follows that * garment is white * must itself have more meanings than one or, if not, it means nothing at all. For no particular man is a horse. And accordingly not even here is one necessarily true and one false of two statements opposed contradictorily.0
IX.	In regard to things present or past, propositions, whether positive or negative, are true of necessity or false. And of those contradictorily
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αει την μιν άληθη την δε φιvSij ιΐναι, καί ιπΧ των καθ* ΐκαστα, ιόστrep ιιρηται, ιπι δἐ τῶν καθόλου μη καθόλου λιχθιιτων ούκ ανάγκη' ιιρηται δἐ και πιρι τούτων.
Έπι δἐ των κα0’ ΐκαστα καί μιλλόντων ονχ ομοίως. ιι γάρ πάσα κατάφασις καί άπόφασις 85 άληθης η φιυόης, καί άπαν άιάγκη ύπάρχιιν η μη ύπάρχι ιν, ωστι ιί ο μιν φησι ι ίσισϋαί τι 6 δἐ μη φησιι τ6 αυτό τούτο, Βήλον ότι αναγκη άληθιύιιν τον ιτιρον αύτιον, (Ι πάσα κατάφασις και άπόφασις άληθης η φιυόης. άμφω γάρ ούχ υπάρξει άμα ιπι τοίς τοιοντοις. ιί ‘/άρ άληθίς 18 b ιίπιΐν ότι λιυκόν η ότι ου λιυκόν ἐστιν, ανάγκη είναι Λ€υκόν η ου λιυκόν, και ιί ΐστι λιυκόν η ου λιυκόν, άληθίς ἣν φάναι η άποφάι-ar καί ιί μη ύπάρχιι, φιύόιται, και ιι φιύόιται, ούχ ύττάρχιι, δ ώστι ανάγκη η την κατάφασιν η την άπόφασιν άληθη είναι η φιυόή.
Οόδἐν άρα ούτι ΐστιν ούτι γίιιται ούτι από τύχης οϋθ* όπότιρ' ιτυχιν, ούόί ισται η ούκ ισται, άλλ' ιζ άνάγκης άπαντα και ούχ όπότιρ* ιτυχιν. η γάρ ό φάς άληθιυσιι η ό άποφάς.
* This chapter deals largely with contingency. Howcrcr, it is hard to determine whether Ari>toUr hrld that contingency could anywhere be found in the universe. See W. D. Hoes, Aristotle, pp. 31, 75-78 and elsewhere.
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opposed one, again, must be true and one false, when they have a universal for subj ect and are in themselves universal or else, as we noticed above, have a singular term for their subject. This need not, however, be so in the case of two such propositions as have universals for subjects but are not themselves universal. That question also we discussed.
When, however, we come to propositions whose subjects are singular terms, while their predicates refer to the future and not to the present or past, then we find that the case is quite changed.® Propositions, whether positive or negative, being themselves true or false, every predicate that we affirm must belong to its subject or not. Hence it is that, if someone declares that a certain event will take place, while another declares it will not, one will clearly be speaking the truth, while the other as clearly will not. Both predicates cannot belong to one subject with regard to the future. For, if it is true to pronounce some particular thing to be white, it must be of necessity white. The reverse of this also holds good. As, again, it is white or not white, it was true to affirm or deny it. And, if it is not, in fact, white, then to say that it is will be false ; if to say that it is will be false, then it follows the thing is not white. We are driven, therefore, to concluding that all affirmations and denials must either be true or be false.
Now, if all this is so, there is nothing that happens by chance or fortuitously ; nothing will ever so happen. Contingency there can be none ; all events come about of necessity. Either the man who maintains that a certain event will take place or the man who maintains the reverse will be speaking the
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ομοίως γαρ αν ἐγίνετο ή ούκ εγίνετο· τ6 γαρ όπότερ* ετνχεν ούΒέν μάλλον όντως ή μὴ όντως εχει ή ύξει.
10 Έτι €L εστί λευκόν *0Η’, αληθές ήν €ίπ<ΐν ιτρό-τερον ὑτι εσται λευκΌ»*, oWrc αει αληθές ήν είπειν ότιοΰυ τών γενομενιον ότι ϊ στ ι ν ἡ εσται. α* δἐ αει αληθές ήν ειπεΐν ότι εστιν ἣ εσται, οὺς οΓόν τε τούτο μη ιΐναι οόόί /ιτ/ εσισθαι. ο Bi μη όΐόν τε μἡ γενεσθαι, ά^υιατοί' /ιἡ γενεσϋαι· 5 δἐ ΐΰ αδώ ατον μ ή γει·«σ0«ι, ανάγκη γενύσθαι. άπαιτα οΰν τα έσόμενα άναγχαίο»' γο·«σ0αι. οΰό«ν άμα όπότερ ετνχεν ουδέ άττό τύχης εσται- έ γαρ από τύχης, ούκ εξ ανάγκης.
*Αλλά μην ουθ* ιῖς ονΒετερόν γ* άλτ^ῖς tvBt· χεται λέγειν, οΐον ότι ούτε εσται οῦτ< ου* εσται. πρώτον μέν γαρ ούσης τής καταφάσεως ψενόούς 20 ή άπόφασις ούκ αληθής, και ταύτης φενΒονς ονσης την κατάφασιν συμβαίνει μή αληθή εϊι-αι. καί προς τούτοις, el αληθές είπειν ότι λευκόν καί μύγα, δεῖ άμφω νπάρχειν. ει 8έ νπάρξει εις αύριον, ύπάρξεινι εις αύριον. ει 8έ μήτε εσται μήτε μή εσται αύριον, ούκ αν εϊη τό όπότερ* ετνχεν, οΐον ναυμαχία· Βεοι γαρ αν μύρε γα·εσθαι 2ύ ναυμαχίαν αύριον μήτε μή γενε'σθαι.
1 ντάρξει Β.
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truth on that point. Things could j ust as well happen as not, if the one or the other assertion is not of necessity true. For as that term is used in regard to both present and future events, the contingent is that which could just as well happen in this way as that.
If, moreover, a thing is now white, then it would have been true in past time to affirm that that thing would be white, and thus at all times was it true of whatever has now taken place to affirm that ‘ it is * or ‘ will be.* But if it at all times was true to affirm that * it is * or * will be,’ how impossible that it should not be or not be about to be so ! When a tiling cannot not come to be, how impossible that it should not! If, again, its not coming to be is impossible, as we assume, come to be then it certainly must. And in consequence future events, as we said, come about of necessity. Nothing is casual, contingent. For if a thing happened by chance, it would not come about of necessity.
We cannot contend, notwithstanding, that neither proposition is true. For example, we cannot contend that a certain event neither will nor will not come to pass in the future. For, first, although one affirmation or denial should prove to be false, yet the other would still not be true. Were it, secondly, true to affirm that the same thing is both white and large, it would have both these marks of necessity. If it will have them to-morrow, it will of necessity have them. But if some event neither will nor will not come to pass on the morrow, contingency there will be none. Let us take, for example, a sea-fight. It is requisite on our hypothesis that it should neither take place nor yet fail to take place on the morrow.
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Τἀ μῖν δὴ σνμβαίνοιπα άτοπα τ αύτα καί τοιαύτα ετερα, είπερ πόσης καταφάσεως και απο· φάσεως ή επί τών καθόλου λεγομένων ως καθόλου ή επί των καθ’ έκαστον ανάγκη των αντικείμενων είναι την μεν αληθή την δε φει·δη, μηδέν δἐ 80 όπότερ* ετυχεν είναι εν τοΐς γιγιομενοις, άλλα πάντα είναι καί γίγιεσθαι εξ ανάγκης, ώστε ούτε βουλεύεσθαι δεοι αν ούτε πραγματεύεσθαι, ως ἐὰν μεν τοδί ποιήσωμεν, εσται τοδί, lav δἐ μή τοδί, ούκ εσται τοδί. ονδεν γάρ κωλύει καί εις μνριο· στον έτος τον μεν φάναι τοντο εσεσθαι τον δὶ μή 8θ φάναι, ώστε εξ ανάγκης εσεσθαι όποτερονοΰν αυτών αληθές ήν ειπεΐν τότε. άλλα μήν ου$ἐ τοντο διαφέρει, ει τινες είπον την αιπιφκισιν ή μή είπον· δήλον γάρ ότι ούτως εχει τα πράγματα, καν μή 6 μεν καταφήση τι ό δε άποφήση· οὐδέ γάρ διά τό καταφαθήναι ή άποφαθήναι εσται. ή 19 a ούκ εσται, οόδ* εις μυριοστόν έτος μάλλον ή ἐν όποσωοΰν χρόνιο, ώστε ει εν άπαιτι τω χρόνιο ούτως εΐχεν ώστε τό ετερον άληθενεσθαι, άναγ* καιον ήν τούτο γενεσθαι, και έκαστον των γενο-μενων αει ούτως εΐχεν ώστε εξ ανάγκης γενεσθαι. δ ό τε γάρ αληθώς εΐπε τις ότι εσται, ονχ οΐόν τε μή γενεσθαΐ’ καί τό γινόμενόν αληθές ήν ειπεΐν αει ότι εσται.
Εἰ δή τ α Οτ α αδιή'ατα—όρώμεν γάρ ότι εστιν άρχη τών εσομενων καί από του βονλενεσθαι κ αι
136
ON INTERPRETATION, ix
These and other strange consequences follow, provided we assume in the case of a pair of contradictory opposites having universals for subjects and being themselves universal or having an individual subject, that one must be true, the other false, that contingency there can be none and that all things that are or take place come about in the world by necessity. No need would there be for mankind to deliberate or to take pains, could we make the assumption that if we adopt a particular line, then a certain result will ensue and that, if we do not, it will not. There is nothing to prevent any man from predicting some future event (say) some ten thousand years beforehand, while another predicts the reverse : the event that was truly predicted must needs come to pass at long last. And, indeed, it is quite immaterial whether contradictory predictions were actually made beforehand. For that someone affirmed or denied does not alter the course of events. And events are not caused or prevented by someone’s affirming or denying that at some future time they would happen. Nor yet, let us add, does it matter how old the predictions may be. And, in consequence, if through the ages the nature of things has been such that a certain prediction was true, that prediction must needs be fulfilled ; and the nature of all things was such that events came about of necessity. For any event anyone in the past has once truly predicted must needs in due course come about, and of that which has once come about it was true at all times to affirm that it would in due time come about.
All this is, however, impossible. We know from our personal experience that future events may depend on the counsels and actions of men, and that,
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ίο από του πράξαί τι, καί ότι άλως έστι ν εν τοΐς μη αει ένεργοΰσι τό δυνατόν είναι και μη, ομοίως· εν οίς άμφω «δέχεται, και τό είναι *αι τὸ μη είναι, ώστε και τό γενέσθαι καί τό μη γενέσθαι. και πολλά ἡμῖν δῆλά ἐστιν ούτως εχοιτα, οϊον ότι τουτι τό [μάτιον δυνατόν ἐστι διατμηθηναι καί ου διατμηθησεται, άλλ* έμπροσθεν κατατριβήσεται. ιδ ομοίως δε και τό μη διατμηθηναι δυνατόν ου γαρ αν ύπήρχ€ τό έμπροσθεν αυτό κατατριβήιαι, είγε μη δυνατόν τ]ν τό μη διατμηθηναι. ώστε καί επι των άλλων γενέσεων, όσαι κατο, δύναμιν λέγονται την τοιαύτην. φαιδρόν άρα ότι οὐτ άπαντα έζ ανάγκης ούτ* ἐστιν οιττε γίνιται, ἀλλά τἀ μῖν 20 όπότερ ετυχε, και ούδεν μάλλον η κατάφασις η η άπόφασις αληθης, τα δε μάλλον μιν και ως ἐνὶ τό πολύ θάτερον, ου μην άλλ’ ενδέχεται γενέσθαι και θάτερον, θάτερον δέ μη.
Τό μιν ουν εΪναι τό ον όταν fj, και τό μη ον μὴ 25 (ΐναι όταν μη fj, ανάγκη· ου μην ούτε τό ον άπαν ανάγκη είναι ούτε τό μη ον μη είναι. ου γαρ ταυτον ἐστι τό ον άπαν είναι έξ ανάγκης ότε εστι, και τό απλώς είναι εξ ανάγκης, ομοίως δέ και επι του μη οντος. καί επι της άιτιφάσεως ο αυτός λόγος, είναι μεν η μη είναι άπαν άχάγκη, και εσεσθαί γε η μή· ου μειτοι διελόντα γε είπειν θάτερον άναγκαΐον. λε'γω δε οιον ανάγκη μεν 80 εσεσθαί ναυμαχίαν αύριον η μη εσεσθαι, ου μέντοι εσεσθαί γε αύριον ναυμαχίαν άναγκαΐον ουδέ μη γενέσθαι· γενέσθαι μέντοι η μη γενέσθαι άιαγκαΐον. 138
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speaking more broadly, those things that are not uninterruptedly actual exhibit a potentiality, that is, a ‘ may or may not be.’ If such things may be or may not be, events may take place or may not. There are many plain cases of this. Thus this coat may be cut in two halves ; yet it may not be cut in two halves. It may wear out before that can happen: then it may not be cut into two. For, unless that were really the case, then its wearing out first were not possible. The same with all other events which in any such sense are potential. Thus it is clear that not everything is or takes place of necessity. Cases there are of contingency ; no truer is then the affirmative, no falser, than the negative statement. Some cases, moreover, we find that, at least, for the most part and commonly, tend in a certain direction, and yet they may issue at times in the other or rarer direction.
What is must needs be when it is ; what is not cannot be when it is not. However, not all that exists any more than all that which does not comes about or exists by necessity. That what is must be when ‘ it is ’ does not mean the same thing as to say that all things come about by necessity. And so, too, with that which is not. And with two contradictory statements the same thing is found to hold good. That is, all things must be or not be, or must come or not come into being, at this or that time in the future. But we cannot determinately say which alternative must come to pass. For example, a sea-fight must either take place on the morrow or not. No necessity is there, however, that it should come to pass or should not. What is necessary is that it either should happen to-morrow or not. And so, as the
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ω στ' επει ομοίως οι λόγοι άληθιις ώσπερ τα πpay· ματα, δήλον ότι όσα όντως εχει ακττε όπότερ* 85 ετυχε και τ αν αιτία ειδίχεσθαι, ανάγκη ομοίως εχειν και την άιτίφασιν.
"Οπερ συμβαίνει επί τοίς μη αι ι ουσιν η μη αει μη ουσιν. τουτων γάρ ανάγκη μεν Θάτερον μόριον της άντιφάσεως αληθίς είναι η φι ιδος, ον μόντοι τάδε η τάδε ἀλλ* όπότερ* ότν\€, και μάλλον μεν αληθή την ετεραν, ον μειτοι τβη άλη&η η ψευδή.
19 b ώστε δῆλον ότι ονκ ανάγκη τάσης καταφάσειος και άποφάσεως των αντικείμενων τὴν μεν άλη&η την δε ψευδή είναι ■ ον γάρ ώκτπερ «ττι τών όιτων, όντως εχει και επι τών μη όιτων μιν δυνατών δε είναι η μη €Ϊναι, ἀλλ’ (ώσπερ ειρηται. δ Χ. Έπεί δε ἐστί τι κατά τιιης ή κατάφασις σημαίνονσα, τούτο δε ἐστι»' η όι-ομα η τό αι·ωιτμον, εν δε δεῖ είναι και καθ* ίνός τό «V τη καταφάσα (τό δε όνομα €ΐρηται και τό ανώνυμον πρότερον’ τό γάρ ούκ άνθρωπος όνομα μιν ου λόγω άλλ* αόριστον όνομα· ο- γάρ πως σημαίνει καί το 1° αόριστον- ώσπερ και τό ονχ υγιαίνει ου ρήμα άλλ* αόριστον ρήμα), εσται πάσα κατάφασις καί άπό· φασις ή εξ ονόματος και ρήματος ή εξ αορίστου ονόματος και ρήματος, άνευ δε ρήματος ονδεμώα κατάφασις ονδε άπόφασις’ τό γάρ εστιν ή εσται ή ήν ή γίνεται, ή όσα άλλα τοιαϋτα, ρήματα εκ 15 τῶν κείμενων ἐστί* προσ σημαίνει γάρ χρόνον·
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truth of propositions consists in corresponding with facts, it is clear in the case of events where contingency or potentiality in opposite directions is found that the two contradictory statements about them will have the same character.
With what is not always existent or not at all times non-existent we find this exactly the case. For one half of the said contradiction must be true and the other half false. But we cannot say which half is which. Though it may be that one is more probable, it cannot be true yet or false. There is evidently, then, no necessity that one should be true, the other false, in the case of affirmations and denials. For the case of those things which as yet are potential, not actually existent, is different from that of things actual. It is as we stated above.
X.	An affirmative proposition is one that states something of something. The subject is either a noun or a something not possessed of a name, and of subject and predicate either must signify only one thing. We explained what we meant by a noun and by what has no name of its own. For we said that ‘ not-man,* for example, was not, strictly speaking, a noun, and we called such ‘ indefinite nouns,’ since they do in a manner at least signify or denote single things. In like manner, the phrase ‘ is not healthy * is not, strictly speaking, a verb, and we called such ‘ indefinite verbs.’ Thus affirmative and negative judgements consist of a noun and a verb, whether strictly so called or indefinite. Unless there is also a verb, there is no affirmation nor denial. For expressions like ‘ is,’ ‘ will be,’ ‘ was,’ ‘ comes to be * and so forth are all verbs upon our definition of the word, for beside their particular meaning they have
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ώστε πρώτη έσται κατάφασις καί άποφασις το έστιν άνθρωπος—ούκ έστιν άνθρωπος, cfra ιστιν ούκ άνθρωπος—ούκ έστιν ούκ άνθρωπος, πάλιν έστι πας άνθρωπος—ούκ έστι πας αιΌρωπος, c<m πάς ούκ άνθρωπος—ούκ έστι πας ούκ αι·θρωπος. και έπί των έκτος δἐ χρόνων ό αυτός λόγος.
20 "Οταν δἐ τό εστι τρίτον προσ κατηγο ρητοί, ηδη διχώς λέγονται αι άιτιθέσίΐς. λιγω 3ε οΐον *στι δίκαιος άνθρωπος· τό έστι τρίτον φημΐ σνγκ€ΐσθαι ονομα η ρήμα έν τ ή καταφάσιι. ώστ€ δια τούτο τέτταρα έσται ταθτα, ών τα μιν 5ιχ> προς την κατάφασιν καί άπόφασιν έζα κατά τό στοιχοΰν ως αι στιρήσιις, τἀ δι δάο ον. λέγω 5* οτι τό
25 έστιν ή τω δι καίω προσκιίσι ται ή τω ον δικαίω, ώστε καί ή άποφασις. τέτταρα ονν έσται. voovpev δέ τό λιγόμινον έκ των νπογ*γραμμέι·ων. «ττι δίκαιος άνθρωπος· άποφασις τούτον, ούκ € οτι δίκαιος άνθρωπος. έστιν ού-δίκαιος άιΌρατπος· τούτον άποφασις, ούκ έστιν ού-δίκαιος άνθροτπος. τό γάρ έστιν έντανθα καί τό ονκ έστι τω Βικαιω
80 προσκ€ΐσ€ται καί τω ού δικαίω. ταντα μέν οδν, ώσπερ ἐν τοΐς *Αναλντικοΐς λέγιται, οντω τέτακ-ται. ομοίως δέ έχει καν καθόλον τον ονόματος ἡ ή κατάφασις, οΐον πάς έστιν άνθρωπος δίκαιος, άποφασις τούτον, ού πάς έστιν άνθρωπος δίκαιος.
S5 πάς έστιν άνθρωπος ού δίκαιος—ον πάς έστιν
α Called tertii adiacentis, ‘ propositions of the third adjacent/ by later logicians.
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a time-reference also. And, therefore, ‘ man is,’ ‘ man is not,’ form the first affirmation and denial. ‘ Not-man is,’ not-man is not ’ follow. Again, we have these propositions, ‘ every man is * and 1 every not-man is ’—‘ every man is not,’ 4 every not-man is not.’ Just the same reasoning applies in regard to times future and past.
Where there are two other terms and the term ‘ is * is used as a third, there are possible two distinct types of affirmative and negative statements.0 We take * man is just ’ for example. The word ‘ is ’ is here a third term, be it called verb or noun, in the sentence. And, therefore, from these terms or factors we form in all four propositions. Two correspond in their sequence, in respect of affirmation and denial, with those propositions or judgements which refer to a state of privation. The others, however, do not. Supposing, I mean, the verb ‘ is ’ to be added to ‘ just * or' not just/we shall have two affirmative judgements; supposing that ‘ is not ’ is added, we then have two negative judgements. Together these make up the four. This the subjoined examples make clear ;— Affirmations	Negations
Man is just.	Man is not just.
Man is not-just.	Man is not not-just.
Now ‘ is * and ‘ is not * in these cases are added to ‘ just * or ‘ not-just.’ In this way are these statements arranged, as we said in the Prior Analytics. Supposing the subject distributed, we find that the rule is the same :—
Affirmations	Negations
Every man is just.	Not every man is just.
Every man is not-just.	Not every man is not-just.
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άνθρωπος ου δίκαιος. πλην ονχ ομοίως τας κατα διάμετρον ύνδύχ^ται σνναληθίν€ΐν €ν&€%€ται δὲ π οτ e.
Αίται μῖν ουυ όνο άιτίκίΐνται, άλλοι St Svo προς το ούκ άνθρωπος ως ιπτοκ(ιμ<ν6ν τι προσ· τζθειπος,1 αττι δίκαιος ονκ-άνθρωπος ονκ €<ττι δίκαιος ούκ-άι θρωπος, tcrriv-ου δίκαιος ουκ-αν-20 ι θρωπος—ούκ εστιν ού-δίκαιος ονκ -αιθρωπος. πλείους δἐ τούτων ούκ €σοιπαι αντιθισιις. αι/ται St χωρίς cKeivων αύταί καθ* * ιαυτας ισονται, ως ονόματι τω ούκ άνθρωπος χρωμβναι.
Έφ’ όσων δ( τό cirri μη appcrrrti, οϊον ίπΐ του δ υγιαίνει και βαδίζει, ύπι τούτων το αυτό ποι(\ οντω τιθίμζνον ως αν €ι το ίστι προσηπτ<το, οϊον υγιαίνει πας άνθρωπος—ούχ iyialvti πάς άνθρωπος, υγιαίνει πάς ούκ άνθρωπος—ούχ υγιαινα πάς ουκ 1 rfW»θέr U,
° Ι pivo the text hrrc as it stand*. Hut there should he some tables arranpinp nil thrsr riclit propositions In the order we find in tin* Prior Analytics, ύί li 3<5. Hence the reference here to that tr\t- Hut, if IaI»1c* there **rrc in the Greek at one time, they arc no loitRrr thrrr. And
* the statements diagonally joined ’ nrc no longrr cliagoiuiUy joined. And in each cav* the four propositions are differently arranged in the lirwk from the order in the Prior Analytics, as the r«*ad*r will mt from the following, that stand for the three iimsinjr sohrrncs :—
Man is just.
Man is not not-jusL
Man is not just.
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There is no possibility here, in the same way as in the first case, that the statements diagonally joined in the scheme should be both of them true. None the less, they may sometimes be so.
Thus two pairs of opposed propositions have duly been set out above, and two others will follow, provided a third term is added to ‘ not-man,’ regarded as some sort of subject:—
Affirmations	Negations
Not-man is just.	Not-man is not just.
Not-man is not-just.	Not-man is not not-just.
More pairs of opposed propositions cannot be discovered than these. But the last of these groups should be viewed as distinct from the two that precede it from its having ‘ not-man ’ for a subject.0
Where ‘ is * does not suit as a verb and we use * walks,’ ‘ has health ’ and the like, then the same sort of scheme is produced as we get, when the verb ‘ is ’ is used. We have, for example, the following :— Every man is healthy. Every man is not healthy. Every not-man is healthy. Every not-man is not healthy.
Every man is just.
Not every man is just.
Not every man is not-just. Every man is not-just.
3
Not-man is just.	Not-man is not just.
Not-man is not not-just. Not-man is not-just.
The diagonal lines in each scheme are intended, therefore, to connect the affirmations and denials respectively.
145
ARISTOTLE
άνθρωπος. ου γάρ ἐστι τό ου πας αι·θροτπος λεκτεον, άλλἀ τό ου, την άπόφκισιν, τω άνθρωπος προσθετεον. το γάρ πας ου το καθολου σημαίνει, ίο <ΙΛΛ* οτι καθόλου, δῆλον δε εκ τούδε, νγιαα·ει άνθρωπος—ουχ υγιαίνει άνθρωπος, υγιαίνει ονκ άνθρωπος—ουχ υγιαίνει ονκ άι-θρωπος. ταΰτα γαρ όκείνων διαφέρει τω μη καθόλου είναι, ώστε το πας η ουδείς ονδεν άλλο προσσημαιι·ει η οτι καθόλου του ονόματος η κατάφασιν η από<φασιι\ ν, τα δε άλλα τα αυτά δεῖ προστιθει·ηι.
Έπεί δε εναιτία άπόφασίς ἐστι τη άπαν εστι ζωον δίκαιον η σημαίνουσα ότι ονδεν ἐστι ζωον δίκαιον, αυται μεν φανερόν ότι οΐ'δεποτε εσοιται ούτε αληθείς άμα ούτε επι τον αυτόν, αι δε αντί-κείμενα ι ταυταις εσοι·ταί ποτε, olov ου παν ζωον 20 δίκαιον και εστι τι ζωον δίκαιον, άκολονθονσι δὶ ανται, τη μεν πας άνθρωπος ου δίκαιός εστιν η ουδείς ἐστιν άνθρωπος δίκαιος, τη δε εστι τις άνθρωπος δίκαιος η αντικειμει·η ότι ου πας άνθρωπός ἐστιν ου δίκαιος· ανάγκη γάρ εΐι*αί τινα.
Φανερόν δε και ότι επι μεν των καθ* (κάστον, ει αληθές ερωτηθεντα άποφησαι, ότι και κατα-25 φησαι αληθές' οΐον άρά γε Σωκράτης σοφός; ου. Σωκράτης άρα ου σοφός. επι δε των καθόλου 146
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We must always beware in such cases of speaking of ‘ not every man.’ For the * not ’ must be added to ‘ man/ since the subject is not a universal in virtue of hating an * every,’ but the adjective ‘ every ' indicates that the subject, as such, is distributed. This will be seen from the following :
Man is healthy.	Man is not healthy.
Not-man is healthy. Not-man is not healthy.
These differ from the former propositions on account of their being indefinite and not universal in form. Thus the adjectives 1 every ’ and ‘ no * signify nothing more than the fact, be the statement affirmative or negative, that the subject itself is distributed. The rest of the statement will, therefore, remain in all cases unchanged.
* Every animal is just ’ has for contrary the statement * no animal is just * ; it is clear, then, these two propositions can never hold good of one subject nor ever together be true. But their two contradictories will sometimes turn out to be both of them true. That is, ‘ not every animal is just ’ and ‘ some animals are just' are both true. Then from ‘ every man is not-just’ there follows the statement that ‘ no man is just’; ‘not every man is not-just,’ its opposite, follows from ‘ some men are just.’ For there must, indeed, be some just men.
When the subject is individual, provided a question is asked and the negative answer is true, then a certain affirmative statement must also manifestly be true. Take the question ‘ Is Socrates wise ? * Let the negative answer be true. ‘ Socrates then is unwise * can at once be correctly inferred. In the case of universals, however, not a similar but a negative
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ούκ αληθής ή ομοίως λιγομενη, αληθής hi ἡ άπόφασις, οΐον άρά γε πας άι-θρωπος σοφός; ον. πας άρα άνθρωπος οι) σοφός· τοθτο γαρ φ€ΰδος. eo άλλἀ τό ου πας άρα άνθρωπος σοφός αληθές· αυπὸ δἐ εστιν ή άιτικειμει-η, εκείνη δἐ ὴ ο·αντία.
Αι δἐ κατά τἀ αόριστα άιτικε ίμει-αι όιόματα και ρήματα, οΐον επι του μή αι θριοπος και μη δίκαιος, ώσπερ αποφάσεις άνεν ονόματος και ρήματος δόζειαν ἀν είναι, οι)* ο’σί 3ἐ* ά<ί πὸρ ει» ανάγκη ή φενδεσθαι Tip' άπόφασιΐ’, ό δ* ciHtuv ούκ άνθρωπος ούδεν μάλλον του ειπόιτος άνθρωπχ>ς αλλά και ήττον ήλήθευκε τι ή εφεχπτται, ἐάν μήτι προστεθή. σημαίνει δε τό ῖστι π ας ον κ-άνθρωπος δίκαιος ούδεμια εκείνων ταύτόν, ονδε ή αντικειμενη ταύτη ή ούκ εστι πας ούκ-άνθρωπος δίκαιος· το he πας ού δίκαιος ούκ άνθρωπος τω ονδεις δίκαιος 40 ούκ άνθρωπος ταύττόν σημαίνει.
20 b Μετατιθεμενα δε τἀ ονόματα και τα ρήματα ταύτόν σημαίνει, οΐον εστι Αει·κός άνθρωπος, εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός. ε1 γαρ μή τοντό Ιστι, τοΰ αύτου πλείους εσουται αποφάσεις, άλλ* εδεδεικτο ότι μία μιας, τον μεν γαρ εστι λινκός άνθρωπος ι άπόφασ ις το ούκ εστι λευκός άιθρωπος’ τον δε εστιν άνθρωπος λευκός, ει μή ή αυτή «ττι τῆ εστι λευκός άνθρωπος, εσται άπόφασις ήτοι το ούκ εστιν ούκ άνθρωπος λευκός ή τό ούκ εστιν αν-
• Meaning, of the positive answer to the question λλ opposed to the negative.
6 That is, ‘ man ’ is repartletl in K»th as comti tilting the grammatical subject, the inversion tx-inp purrly * rhetorical.’ The order of words would, however, depend in a definite context on the primary interest of the speaker. It drpends 148
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inference would rather appear to be true. If the negative answer is true to the question ‘ Is every man wise ? ’ to infer that ‘ every man is unwise ’ would, in those circumstances, be false, and ‘ not every man is wise ’ is correct. The latter is the contradictory and the former the contrary statement.®
Indefinite predicates and nouns, such, for instance, as ‘ not-man,’ ‘ not-just,’ might appear to be actual negations without any noun, any verb, as those terms are more properly used. This, however, is not really so. Of necessity every negation must either be true or be false, and whoever says ‘ not-man,’ for instance, provided that nothing is added, is speaking not more but less truly or falsely than he who says ‘ man/ ‘ Every not-man is just ’ is a statement, which is not in its meaning equivalent to any proposition we mentioned, nor yet is its contradictory or ‘ not every not-man is just/ ‘ Every not-man is not just,’ however, amounts to the same thing as saying that ‘ nothing that is not man is just.’
You can transpose the subject and predicate. No change in the meaning, however, of the sentence is thereby involved. Thus we say ‘ man is white,’ ‘ white is man.’ b For, if these did not mean the same thing, we should have more negations than one corresponding to the same affirmation. But we showed there was one and one only. Of ‘ man is white,’ that is to say, the negation is ‘ man is not white/ and of ‘ white is man,’ if we suppose that it differs in some way in sense, ‘ white is not man ’ or ‘ white
on his interest whether he will say in a definite context, ‘ So-and-so is Prime Minister of England,’ or will put it the other way round. But to go into such points would raise the whole question of Aristotle’s logic, its character and actual relation to concrete and live human thinking.
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θρωπος λίυκός. άλλ* η ότόρα μιν ἐστιν απάφασif του όστιν ούκ άνθρωπος λ(υκός, ἡ ότ/ρα δἐ τον ίο ἐστι λευκὐτ άνθρωπος, ωστ€ όιοιπαι δὑο ιιιας. οτι μόν ούν μ€τατιθ*μόνου του όιόματος και τοΰ ρήματος ἡ αύτη γίνεται κατάφασις και άπόφασις, δῆλον.
XI. Τό δἐ tv κατά πολλών η πολλά καθ €»Όί 16 καταφάναι η άποφάναι, ι αν μη tv τι ἡ το όκ των πολλών δηλουμινον, ούκ tort κατάφασις μχα ovBi άπόφασις. λόγω ht tv ούκ όάν όνομα tv ή μενον, μη ὐ δἐ tv τι όζ tKtii-ων, οιον ο άνθρωπος Ισως όστ'ι και ζώυν και δίπουν και ημΛρον, αλλα και tv τι γίνεται όκ τούτων· cVc δἐ τον ληἱκον καί, τοΰ ανθρώπου και του βαόίζίΐν ονχ tv. uxrrt 20 ούτ* όάν tv τι κατά τούτων καταφήση τις μία κατάφασις, αλλά φωνή μόν μία καταΦάσ<ις δό πολλά ϊ, ούτ€ όάν καθ* όνος ταύτα, άλλ* ομοίως πολλαί.
Ει ουν η όρώτησις η διαλικτικη άποκρίσ€ως ἐστιν αΐτησις, η της προτάσιως η θατό ρο ν μόριον της άντιφάσίως, η δό πρότασις ώπιφάσίως μιας μόριον, ούκ αν €ιη άπόκρισις μία προς ταῦτα· 25 ούδό γάρ η όρώτησις μία, οὑδ* όάν ὐ άληθης. €ΐρηται 8t tv τοΐς Τοπικοΐς ττερι αυτών, άμα δι δῆλον ότι ούδό τό τί ἐστιν όρώτησις ἐστι διαλεκτική* δεῖ γάρ δεδόσ&χι όκ της όρωτήσιως όλόσθαι όπότtpov βούλεται της άχπ·ιφάσία>ς μόριον απο~ φηνασθ αι. αλλά δεῖ τόν ό ρωτώ vt α προσδιορίσαι so ποτ tpov τάδε ἐστιν ό άνθρωπος η ου τούτο.
Έπει δἐ τἀ μεν κατηγορίΐται συντιθόμενα, ως
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is not not-man.’ For the former negates ‘ man is white,’ and the latter negates ‘ white is not-man/ There will, therefore, be two contradictories of one and the same affirmation. To transpose the subject and predicate, therefore, makes no alteration in the sense of affirmations and denials.
XI.	A proposition is not one but several that predicates one thing of many or many of one and the same in a positive or negative manner, unless what the many denote, in reality, is only one thing. I am not using ‘ one ’ of such things as do not, although having one name, coalesce into one total unity. Man is animal, biped, domesticated : these coalesce into one, whereas ‘ white,’ 4 man * and ‘ walking ’ do not. Should we predicate these of one subject or affirm a single predicate of them, the resulting proposition would be single in no sense except the linguistic.
If, then, the dialectical question consists in requesting an answer — the granting, that is, of a premiss or of one out of two contradictories (such as each premiss itself is)—the answer to any such question as contains the aforementioned predicates cannot be one proposition. Though the answer sought for may be true, yet the question is not one but several. But this I explained in my Topics.a At the same time the question ‘ what is it ? ’ is not a dialectical question. And this will be clear from the fact that the question ought so to be framed as to give the respondent the chance to enunciate whichever he pleases of two contradictory answers. The question must be made more specific, inquiring, for example, whether man has or has not some definite quality.
In certain combinations of predicates we find that
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20 b	,	.
εν το παν κατηγόρημα των χωρίς κατηγορουμένων,
τα δ* ον, τις η διαφορά; κατά γάρ τον άνθρωπον αληθές είπεΐν και χωρίς ζώον και χωρίς δίπουν, 86 καί ταντα ως εν, και άνθρωπον και λίνκον, και ταϋθ' ως εν. άλλ* ονχί, ει σκιηενς και αγαθός, και σκυτεύς αγαθός, ει γάρ, ότι έ κάπρον αληθές, εΐναι δει και τό σννάμφω, πολλά και άτοπα εσται, κατά γάρ τον άνθρωπον και το άνθρωπος αληθές και το λενκόν, ώστε και το άπαν. πάλιν ει τό 40 λευκόν αυτό, και τό άπαν, ώστε εσται άνθρωπος 211 λευκός λευκός, και τούτο εις άπειρον, καί πάλιν μουσικός λευκός βαδίζων και ταΰτα πολλάκις πεπλεγμένα.1 ετι ει 6 Σωκράτης Σωκράτης καί άνθρωπος, και Σωκράτης άνθρωπος,9 καὶ ει 6 άνθρωπος και δίπους, και άνθρωπος δίπους.9
'Ότι μεν οΰν ει τις απλώς φήσει τάς ετυμπλοκας γίνεσθαι, πολλά συμβαίνει λέγειν άτοπα, δῆλον όπως δε θετέον, λεγομεν νθν.
Των δη κατηγορουμένων, και εφ' οϊς κατηγορεί· ίο σθαι συμβαίνει, όσα μεν λέγεται κατά σνμβεβηκός η κατά του αυτού η θάτερον κατά θατέρον, ταΰτα ούκ εσται έν, οΐον άνθρωπος λευκός ἐστι καί μουσικός, ἀλλ* ονχ έν τό λενκόν και τό μοικηκόν σνμβεβηκότα γάρ άμφω τω αντω. ουδέ ει τό λενκόν μουσικόν αληθές ειπεΐν, όμως ούκ εσται τό μουσικόν λενκόν έν τι· κατά συμβεβηκός γάρ
1 Β. adds tit ίταρο*.
* καί Σωκράτητ Σωκράτης irspoirot H.
* καί irdpwrot &κθρντοι δίτοπ Β.
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the separate predicates fuse themselves into one predicate ; in others, again, they do not. How, we ask, does this difference arise ? We can either use two propositions and state, first, that man is an animal, secondly, that man is a biped, or, combining the two into one, state that man is a two-footed animal. So we may use ‘ man * and ‘ white.’ This is not so with ‘ cobbler ’ and ‘ good.’ Though a man is a cobbler and good, yet we cannot combine them together and pronounce him also ‘ a good cobbler.' For if we can say that, whenever both predicates, separately taken, are truly affirmed of one subject, both also, when taken together, are truly affirmed of that subject, then many absurdities follow. A man is a man and is white. He will, therefore, be also a white man. And, if he is white, then it follows the composite also is white, which will give us ‘ a white, white man,’ and so we go on to infinity. Take ‘ musical/ ‘ walking * and ‘ white ’: these may all be combined many times. And of Socrates, too, we may-say ‘ he is Socrates,’ ‘ he is a man,’ and is, therefore, the man Socrates. We may call him a man and a biped and, therefore, a two-footed man.
To maintain, then, that predicates can always be combined without any exception leads clearly to many absurdities. Let us, then, state the real case.
Predicates, if accidental to the subject or one to the other, do not coalesce into one. We may say ‘ man is musical and white.’ Being musical and whiteness, however, do not coalesce into one, being both accidental to the subject. Nor, even if everything white could be truly said to be musical, would ‘ musical * and ‘ white ’ form a unity ; for only, indeed, incidentally is that which is musical white.
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ΐύ τό μουσικόν λευκόν, ώστε ονκ εσται τό λευκόν μουσικόν Ι ν τι. διό ούδ' σκντεύς' απλώς αγαθός, αλλά ζώον διπονν ου γάρ κατά σνμβεβηκός.
*Έτι οόδ’ όσα εινπάρχει ἐν τω ετίρω. δι6 ούτε το λευκόν πολλάκις ούτε 6 άνθρευπος άνθρωπος ζώόν ἐστιν ή διττού»'· ενυπάρχει γάρ ἐν τω άνθρωπψ το ζώον και το δίπονν. αληθές δε όστιν ειπεΐν eo κατά του τινός και απλώς, οΐον τον τινα άνθρωπον άνθρωπον ή τον τινα λευκοί' άνθρωπον άχΌρωπον λευκόν ούκ cui δι, άλλ’ όταν μιν εν τῷ προσκείμενα) των αντικείμενων τι ενιπτάρχη ω επεται άντ ίφασις, ούκ αληθές αλλά φεΰδος, οιον τόν τεθνεώτα άνθρωπον άνθρωπον ειπεΐν, όταν δ< μη εννπάρχη, αληθές. ή όταν μεν εννπάρχη, αεί ονκ 2'< αληθές, όταν δε μη εννπάρχη, ούκ cui αληθές, ώσπερ 9Ομηρός ἐστί τι, οΐον ποιητής. ἄρ* οδν και εστιν, ή ου; κατά σνμβεβηκός γάρ κατ· ηγορεΐται του Όμηρου τό εστιν· ότι γάρ ποιητής εστιν, άλλ' ου καθ' αύτο, κατηγορεΐται κατά του Όμηρου τό εστα·.
so Ώστε εν όσαις κατι^γορίαις μήτι εναντιότης ενεστιν, εάν λόγοι άντ' ονομάτων λεγωνται, καί καθ' εαυτά κατηγορήται και μη κατά σνμβεβηκός,
1 ό σ» iTf'-t Β.
• Otherwise, in the sense of existence. For the word'b' expresses 1 exists ’ in addition to Vx-ing the copula.
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And so being musical and whiteness will not coalesce into one. If a man is both good and a cobbler, we cannot combine the two terms and thus call him also * a good cobbler.’ But we can combine ‘ animal ’ and 4 biped ’ and call man a two-footed animal; for these terms are not accidental.
Again, predicates cannot form one, of which one is implied in the other. So we cannot combine ‘ white ’ repeatedly with that which already contains it or call a man animal-man, for example, or two-footed man. That is, 4 animal * and ‘ biped * are notions already implicit in ‘ man.’ But we certainly can use a predicate simply of one single case, saying this or that man is a man, a particular white man a white man. Not always is this so, however. When we find in the adjunct some opposite such as implies contradictories, we then should speak falsely, not truly, in making the simple predication, as in calling a dead man a man. Where there is, on the contrary, no opposite, the simple predication will be true. Or we might rather put the case thus. For, supposing that there is an opposite, we cannot make the simple predication ; where, however, there is no such opposite, we still cannot always do so. For example, take ‘ Homer is something ’—‘ a poet ’ will do for our purpose. But can we say also * he is ’ ? Or will that be incorrectly inferred ?	‘ Is ’ was used
incidentally here. For our statement was ‘ he is a poet,’ and 4 is ’ was not predicated of him in the substantive sense of the word.®
Therefore, in those predications having no contradiction inherent, if nouns are replaced by definitions and the predicates are not accidental, belonging to
155
ARISTOTLE
επί τούτων το τί καί απλώς άληθες εσται ειπείν. τό δε μὴ ον, ότι δοξαστόν, οι)κ αληθές ειπείν ον τι* δόςα γάρ αχ/του ούκ εστιν ότι εστιν, ἀλλ* ότι ούκ ἐστιν.
XII. Τούτων δε διωρισμενών σκεπτεον όπως δι εχουσιν αι αποφάσεις και καταφάσεις προς άλλήλας αί του δυνατόν είναι καί μη δυνατόν κ αι ενδεχόμενον καί μη ενδεχόμενον, καί περί του αδυνάτου τε καί αναγκαίου· εχει γάρ απορίας τιι·άς. ει γάρ των συμπλεκόμενων αόται άλληλαις άντίκεινται αντιφάσεις, όσαι κατά τό είναι καί μη ειι·αι τάτ-21 b τονται, οΓου του είναι άνθρωπον άπόφασις τό μη είναι άνθρωπον, ου τό είναι μη αι·θρωπον, και τοΰ είναι λευκόν άνθρωπον τό μη είναι λευκόν άνθρω· 7τον, άλλ* ου τό είναι μη λευκόν άνθρωπον. ει γάρ κατά παντός η κατάφασις η η άπόφκισις, τό ι ξύλον εσται αληθές ειπείν είναι μη λευκόν άνθρωπον. ει δε τούτο ούτως, καί όσοις τό είναι μη προστίθεται, τό αυτό ποιήσει τό άιτι τοΰ είναι λεγόμενον, οίον του άνθρωπος βαδίζει ου τό ούκ άνθρωπος βαδίζει άπόφ*ασις εσται, άλλα τό ου βαδίζει άνθρωπος' ούδεν γάρ διαφέρει ειπείν ίο άνθρωπον βαδίζειν ή άνθρωπον βαδίζοντα ειι·αι. ώστε ει ούτως πανταχοΰ, καί του δυνατόν είναι άπόφασις εσται τό δυνατόν μη ειι·αι, άλλ* ου τό μη δυνατόν είναι.
Αοκεΐ δε τό αυτό δύνασθαι καί είναι καί τὴ είναι- παν γάρ τό δυνατόν τεμνεσθαι ή βαδίζειν
α * Α log is a white man * is false : the contradictory, then, must be true, or ' a log is a not-white man.’ provided that 156
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the things in themselves, the individual may well be the subject also of the simple propositions. As, however, for that which is not, it is not true to say it 4 is * somewhat, because it is matter of opinion. The opinion about it is not that it is ; it is that it is not.
XII.	Having made the foregoing distinctions, we must prove the relations subsisting between affirmations and denials affirming or denying the possible, contingent, impossible, necessary—a question not wanting in difficulty. Grant that those composite expressions containing the verbs ‘ is * and ‘ is not * are mutually contradictory. Take, for example, ‘ man is * ; ' man is not ’ is the true contradictory— not, be it noted, ‘ not-man is.’ Or take ‘ man is white *; then we have ‘ man is not white,’ and not * man is not-white.’ For, were this not so, inasmuch as the affirmative or negative statement is true of all subjects whatever, it would prove to be true to affirm that ‘ a log is a not-white man.’ a
All this may be readily granted, but what of those numerous statements that do not contain ‘ is * or * is not,’ some other verb taking its place ? If the views just expressed are correct, then the latter performs the same function. ‘ Man walks ’ has for contradictory, in consequence, ‘ man does not walk.’ And to say that * not-man walks ' is wrong. For the two propositions,* man walks,’ ‘ man is walking,’ mean just the same thing. Now, if all this is always the case, it applies to ‘ it may be ’ as well. Not ‘ it cannot be * but ‘ it may not-be ’ is, therefore, its true contradictory.
However, it certainly seems that the same thing may be and not be. Thus, for instance, whatever
the statement ‘ man is white ’ could have ‘ man is not-white ’ for contradictory.
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21 b καί μη βαδίζειν και μη τεμνεσΰαι δυνατό*. λόγος w δέ ότι άπαν τ6 οϋτω δυνατόν ονκ αει ενεργεί, ώστε ύπάρξε ι αύτώ και η άπόφασίς· δνναται γαρ καί μη βαδίζειν τό βαδιστικόν καί μη όρασθαι το ορατόν.
*Αλλά μην αδύνατοι* κατά του αι/του άληθεόεσθαι τάς άντικειμενας φάσας- ονκ άρα τον δυνατόν εῖναι άπόφασίς ἐστι τό διη·ατὸν μη εἶναι. σνμ-20 βαίνει γάρ ἐκ τοάτων ἡ τό αι)τό φάναι καί ἐπθ-φάναι άμα και κατά του αυτόν, η μη κατα το είναι και μη είναι τἀ προστιθέμενα γίνεαθαι φάσας και άποφάσεις. ει ονν εκεΖιο άδυιατον, τοντ αν εΐη αιρετόν.
Έστιν άρα άπόφασίς του διοατόν είναι τό Μ δυνατόν είναι, ό δ* αιττός λόγος και περι του 2ύ ενδεχόμενον είναι* κ·αι γάρ τούτου άπόφκχσις τἀ μη ενδεχόμενόν είναι. *αί επί τῶν άλλων δἐ όμοιοτρόπως, οΓον αναγκαίου τε κόι ά3υνάτου. γίνεται γάρ ώσπερ επ' εκείνοιν το είναι *αὶ το μη είναι προσθέσεις, τα 8* υποκείμενα πράγματα τό μεν λευκόν τό δ’ άχ'θρωπος, όντως ενταύθα τἀ μῖν είναι και μη είναι ως υποκείμενον γίνεται, τό so δε δυνασθαι και τό ενδεχεσθαι προσθέσεις δι-ορίζονσαι, ώσπερ επ' εκείνων τό είιαι καί μὴ είναι τό αληθές και τό ψευδός, ομοίως αυτοΛ επι του είναι δυνατόν και είναι ου δυνατόν.
Του δε δυνατόν μη είναι άπόφασίς ου τό ου δυνατόν είναι, αλλά τό ου δυνατόν μη είνοχ, και 35 τοΰ δυνατόν είναι ου τό διῬατόν μη είναι, αΛΛἀ το μη δυνατόν είναι, διό και άκολουθεϊν αν δοχείον
• Grote has called these ‘ intermittent realities * (ΛrulotU.
p. 128).
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may walk or be cut may not walk or be cut. And the reason for this is that such things as are in this manner potential do not at all times energize.® Both the positive and negative statements will, therefore, be true in such cases. For that which may walk or be seen may, per contra, not walk nor be seen.
None the less, contradictory statements can never be true of one subject. And so we conclude that ‘ it may be ' has not, after all, ‘ it may not be * by way of its proper negation. For it follows from our previous statements that we can at one time of one subject affirm and deny the same predicate or it is not, in reality, the adding the verb 4 is ’ or 4 is not ’ that makes an affirmation or denial. The former position is impossible ; the latter must thus be adopted.
‘ It cannot be,’ not 4 it may not be,’ is, therefore, the proper negation. With ‘ it is contingent it should be * we deal in a similar manner, its true contradictory being ‘ it is not contingent it should be.’ So, too, with the like propositions, ‘ it is necessary,’ ‘ it is impossible.’ As in the earlier instances * is * and ‘ is not ’ have been added to the underlying things, so to speak—otherwise, the two terms, ‘ white ’ and ‘ man ’—so in these ‘ it should be,’ ‘ it should not be,’ are viewed as the things underlying, to which thereupon have been added ‘ is possible ’ and ‘ is contingent,’ additions denoting that something is possible or is not possible, just as the * is ’ or the ‘ is not * denoted in the earlier cases that something was true or was not.
The contradictory, then, of ‘ it may be ’ is it cannot be,’ not ‘ it may not be,’ of which the contradictory, in turn, is * it cannot not be,’ not ‘ it cannot be.’ So on these grounds it appears that ‘ it may be *
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άλλήλαις at του δυνατόν είναι καί δννατὲν μὴ είναι· τό γάρ αυτό δυνατόν είναι καί μὴ cZvcu* ον γάρ αντιφάσεις άλλήλιυν αι τοιαΰται, τἀ δννατὲν είναι καί δυνατόν μή εϊναι.	ἀλλἀ τἀ δννατἀν
22* είναι καί μη δυνατόν εΐναι ονδόποτε ὲνι τον αὐτου άμα άληθεύονται· άχτίκειιται γάρ. οὑδέ y« τό δυνατόν μη είναι και οι) διη·ατόι* μἡ clmi ούδόττοτε ὑμα ίπί του αὑτοθ αληθεύονται.
9Ομοίως δε και τοι» άναγκαΐον εΓι·αι άπόφασις ιού τό άναγκαΐον μη εΓι·αι, <χΛλ<χ τό μὴ αταγκαίον είναι* του δἐ άναγκαῖον /ιἡ εΓι·αι τό μη άναγκαΐον μη είναι, καί τού αδύνατον είναι ου τό αδύνατον μη είναι, αλλά τό μη αδύνατον είναι* τον δἐ ἀ-δύνατον μη εΐναι τό ούκ αδύνατον μη ttvai.
Και καθόλου δε, ώσπερ εΐρηται, τό μεν εΐναι ίο και μἡ είναι δεῖ τιθεναι ώς τ α υποκείμενα, κατά· φασιν δ ἐ και άπόφασ tv τ α vt α ττοιοΰντα ττ ρος τό είναι και μή είναι συι*τάττειι\ καὶ ταὑτα? οΐεσΰαι χρη είναι τάς άντικειμενας φχίσεις, δυνατόν—ου δυνατόν, ενδεχόμενον—ούκ ενδεχόμεΐΌν, αδύνατον —ούκ αδύνατον, άναγκαΐον—ούκ αι'αγκαΖον, αληθές —ούκ αληθές.
XIII.	Και αι ακολουθήσεις δε κατά λόγον γίνον· 160
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implies * it may not be/ as also the latter the former. These statements not being contradictory, the same thing may be and may not be. ‘ It may be,’ however, ‘ it cannot be,’ being contradictory statements, can never be both of them true -of one subject at any one time. And the same may be said of the statements * it cannot not be,* ‘ it may not be.’
Propositions concerning necessity are subject to similar rules—‘ it is necessary that it should be/ ‘ it is necessary that it should not be.’ ‘ Not necessary that it should be ’ will provide the negation of the fornier, not ‘ necessary that it should not be.' We have, again, taking the latter, ‘ not necessary that it should not be.’ So also with ‘ it is impossible that it should be * or ‘ should not be/ ‘ Not impossible that it should be * constitutes the denial of the former, not ‘ impossible that it should not be *; not impossible that it should not be ’ the proper denial of the latter.
Speaking generally, then, as we said, we must take as the things underlying all such propositions as these ‘ that it should be * and ‘ that it should not be * and add one or other of these, would we make affirmations or denials of those other terms that we mentioned, of ‘ possible,’ ‘ contingent * and so on.
The following pairs must be reckoned as five contradictory pairs :—
It may be.	It cannot be.
It is contingent.	It is not contingent.
XIII.	From these affirmations and negations set out in the foregoing manner certain consequences logically follow.
It is impossible. It is necessary. It is true.
It is not impossible. It is not necessary. It is not true.
f 2
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is ται οντω τιθεμενοις· τω μεν γαρ δια·ατόν «ΐναι το ενδεχεσθαι είναι, και τούτο εκεινω άντιστρεφει, καί το μη αδύνατοί’ εΐναι κ αι τό μη αναγκαίοι· είναι’ τω δε δννατδν μη είναι και ενδεχόμενον μη είναι τδ μη άναγκαϊον μη είναι και το ούκ ἀ* δυνατόν μη είναι, τω	δε μη δυυατόυ	ειι·αι	*αὶ	μη
20 ενδεχόμενοι* είναι τδ	άναγκαϊον }ΐη	είναι	και	τδ
αδύνατον είναι, τω δε	μη δυνατόν μη είναι	και	μη
ενδεχόμενον μη είναι	τδ άναγκαϊον	εΐναι	και	τδ
αδύνατον μη είναι. ΟεωρεΙσθω δε εκ της υπογραφής ως Χεγομεν.
δννατδν είναι 25 ενδεχόμενον είναι ούκ αδύνατον είναι ούκ άναγκαϊον είναι δννατδν μη είναι ενδεχόμενον μη είναι so ούκ αδύνατον μη είναι ούκ άναγκαϊον μη εΐναι
ου δννατδν εΐναι ούκ ενδεχόμενον είναι άδι/ι ατον είναι άναγκαϊον μη εΐναι υύ δυνατόν μη εΐναι ούκ ενδεχόμενον μη εΐναι άδύνατον μη εΐναι άναγκαϊον εΐναι
β This is the wrong negation. From statements that follow we see that the table should hr corrected and * it U not necessary that it should be ’ and * it Is not necessary that it should not be ’ should be transposed.
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Propositions
1.	It may be.
2.	It is contingent.
3.	It may not be (it is contingent that it should not be).
4.	It cannot be (it is not contingent).
5.	It cannot not be (it is not contingent that it should not be).
Implications It is contingent.
It is not impossible.
It is not necessary.
It may be.
It is not necessary that it should not be.
It is not impossible that it should not be.
{It is necessary that it should not be.
It is impossible that it should be.
/ It is necessary that it J should be. j It is impossible that it ( should not be.
Consider these points more at length in the light of the table subjoined :—
It may be.
It is contingent.
It is not impossible that it should be.
It is not necessary that it should be.
It cannot be.
It is not contingent.
It is impossible that it should be.
It is necessary that it should not be.°
3
It may not be.
It is contingent that it should not be.
It is not impossible that it should not be.
It is not necessary that it should not be.
4
It cannot not be.
It is not contingent that it should not be.
It is impossible that it should not be.
It is necessary that it should be.
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Τό μεν οΰν αδύνατον και ούκ αδύνατον τῷ €ν-δεχομἐνω και δυνατω και ούκ ύνδιχομύνψ καὶ μη δυνατω ακολουθεί μεν άιτιφατικύύς, άνπστραμ-W μένω? δί· τῷ μεν γάρ δυνατόν clrai ἣ άπόφασις του αδυνάτου ακολουθεί, τη δ* άποφάσιι η κατάφασις' τω γάρ ου δυνατόν είναι τἀ οδι/νατον είναι* κατάφασις γάρ το αδύνατον «Γναι, τἀ δ* ούκ αδύνατον (Ιναι άπόφκισις.
Τό δ* αναγκαίου πώς, οπτίον. φαν€ρον δη οτι ούχ ούτως ίχει, άλλ’ αΐ ίναιτίαι Ιπονταί’ αι δ* 22 b άντιφάσας χωρίς. ού γάρ ἐστιν άπόφκισις του ανάγκη μη είναι τό ου* ανάγκη είναι* «Υδίχεται γάρ άληθ€ύ€σθαι ίπι του αυτού άμφοτ/ρας· τἀ γάρ αναγκαίου μἡ tlvai ούκ αι·αγκαΖον (ΐναι. αΐτιον δἐ του μἡ ῶα>λου0«Γ»' τό αι·αγκαΖον ομοίως β τοι? ίτίροις, οτι ίναντίως το αδύνατον τω άναγ-καίω άποδίδοται, τό αυτό διηάμ<νον. ίί γάρ αδύνατον είναι, αναγκαίοι· τούτο ούκ €Ϊναι άλλα μη είναι* €ΐ δι αδύνατον μη (Ιναι, τούτο άιάγκη elvai· ώστ€ €ι ἐκεῖνα ομοίως τω δι/νατῷ καί μη, ταΰτα ύξ ει 'αιτίας, ίπει ού σημαίνα yc ταύτόν τό ίο τε άναγκαΐον και το αδύνατον, άλλ* ώσπερ €ιρηται, άντζστραμμύνως.
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Now, * impossible that it should be,’ ‘ not impossible that it should be * are implied in * may be,’ ‘ is contingent,’ and ‘ cannot be,’ ‘ is not contingent *— contradictorily but with inversion. For ‘ may be * implies ‘ not impossible ’ (denial, that is, of ‘ impossible ’); * impossible,’ the positive, follows upon the denial of ‘ may be ’ or, that is to say, upon ‘ cannot be.’ Now let us see how things stand with propositions predicating necessity. Clearly the case here is different, and contrary statements will follow upon contradictory statements, which latter belong, in addition, to sequences which are distinct. For ‘ not necessary that it should be ’ cannot form the denial or negation of ‘ necessary that it should not be.’ For both of these predicates well may hold good or be true of one subject, as what of necessity is not need not of necessity be. Now, what is the reason why all propositions predicating necessity do not in the same manner follow as the others with which we are dealing ? The answer will be found in the fact that when used with a contrary subject, to predicate impossibility amounts to affirming necessity. Supposing, I mean, it impossible for something or other to be, it is necessary, not that it should be, but that it, per contra, should not be. Supposing, again, it impossible that something or other should not be, it must of necessity be. So, if those propositions affirming the impossible or the reverse will be found without change of their subject to follow from those predicating possibility or non-possibility, those predicating necessity will follow with the contrary subject. * It is necessary,’ * it is impossible * are not of identical meaning and yet are connected inversely—a point upon which we have touched.
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"Η αδύνατον όντως κεισθαι τάς τον αναγκαίου άντιφάσ(ΐς; το μιν γάρ άναγκαίον eh’at δννατὲν είναι* €ι γάρ μη, η άπόφασις άκολουΰησα* ανάγκη γάρ η φάναι η άποφάναι· ωστ* ft μη διτνατὲν elvat, αδύνατον είναι· αδύνατον ὁρα εΓι·αι τό ἐναγ-καΐον elvai, όπ(ρ άτοποι·. άλλἀ μὴν τῷ γε 15 δυνατόν εΓυαι τό ούκ άδι/Γατον ὡι·αι άκολονθεί, τούτω δἐ το μη άναγκαίον ilia ι* ωστ€ συμβαίνει το άναγκαίον είναι μη άναγκαίον είναι, οπερ άτοπον. αλλά μην ουδέ το άναγκαίον thru ακο· λουθεί τω δυνατόν flvat, ουδέ τό άναγκαίον μὴ είναι* τῷ μεν γάρ άμφω ό-δεχεται σνμβαίι(ιν, 20 τούτων 8e οπότε ρον αν άληθες ὐ, ούκετι εσται ἐκεῖνα άληθη. άμα γάρ δυνατόν είναι καί μη elvaι· (Ι δ* άνάγκη that η μη flvat, ούκ εσταχ δυνατόν άμφω. λείπεται τοίνυν τό ούκ αναγκαίου μη elva ι άκολονθ€Ϊν τω δυνατόν (Ιναι. τούτο γάρ άληθες και κατά τον άναγκαίον (Ιναι. και γάρ αύτη γίνεται άντίφασις τη (7τομ(ντ) τῷ 25 ου δυνατόν elvat· εκείνω γάρ άκολονθεί τό άυδύνατον elvat και άναγκαίον μη (Ιναι, ου η άπόφασις τό ούκ άναγκαίον μη elvat. άκολονθοΰσί τε άρα καί αΰται αι άιτιφάσεις κατά τον (ιρημενον τράπον, και ούδεν άδύνατον συμβαίνει τιθέμενων όντως.
Άπορησειε δ* αν τις ει τω άναγκαίον είναι τό 166
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Or is it the fact that one cannot arrange in the fore-going manner contradictories predicating necessity ? For that which must be also may be. For if not, the negative follows, since one or the other must follow. And so, if a thing is not possible, then must it needs be impossible. Hence we pronounce it impossible for that which must needs be to be. But that statement, of course, is absurd. Upon ‘ may be,’ however, ‘ not impossible ’ follows in logical sequence, ‘ not necessary ’ upon ‘ not impossible,’ and things that must needs be need not be—which statement, again, is absurd. ‘ It is necessary,’ again, ‘ that it should be * cannot be inferred from ‘ it may be,’ nor yet can the negative statement, ‘ it is necessary that it should not be.’ I mean that ‘ it may be ’ implies a bilateral potentiality. Should one of the two propositions just mentioned, however, be true, there will then not be both the alternatives. The thing that may be yet may not be. But if we suppose for the moment it either must be or must not be, we rule one alternative out, and ‘ no need is there that it should not be ’ (which equally holds of what must be) must follow, therefore, from ‘ it may be.’ We note, too, that this proposition negates that which follows on ‘ it cannot be/ since ‘ it is impossible * follows in logical sequence ‘ it cannot be,’ just as there follows, in turn, ‘ it is necessary that it should not be,’ and this proposition the one that we mentioned itself contradicts. So we see that in this case as well contradictories follow contradictories after the manner we mentioned, and, being arranged in that manner, they lead to no logical absurdities.
One may at this point raise the question, whether upon ‘ it is necessary ’ ‘ it may be ’ will logically
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to δυνατόν drat επεται. «Γ re γάρ μη επτται, η άντίφασις άκολουΟήσει, το μη δυι·ατον είναι- καί ει τις ταύτην μη φήσειεν είναι άντίφασιν, άι-άγκη λέγειν τό δυνατόν μη dr αι* άπ*ρ άμφκυ φευδή κατά του αναγκαίοι· drat. άλλα μην πάλιν τό αυτό drat δοκεΐ δυνατόν τε'μνεσΰαι και μἡ τίμνε· 85 σ#αι καί είναι και μἡ drat, ώστε εσται τό aray-καίον drat ενδεχόμενον μη drat· τοΰτο δἐ φευδος, φανερόν δη οτ ι οι) πάν τό δυνατόν ῆ είναι ἡ βαδίζειν και τα άντικείμενα δυναται, αλλ* εστιν εφ* ών ούκ άληθες, πρώτον μιν επι τών μη κατά λόγον δυνατών, οΐον τό πυρ Οερμαιτικόν και εχει Μιδύναμιν άλογον, α ι μεν ουν μετά λόγου δυνάμεις αί αύται πλειόνων καί τών Εναντίων, αι δ' άλογοι ου πάσαι, αλΧ ώσπερ εΐρηται, τό πνρ ου δυνατόν θερμαίνειν και μη, ουδ* όσα άλλα ενεργεί ἀεί. ενια μέντοι δυναται και τών κατά τάς άλογους δυνάμεις άμα τα αντικείμενα δεξασθαι. άλλα 5 τούτο μεν τούτου χάριν εΐρηται, ότι ου πάσα δυναμις τών αντικείμενων, οι*δ' όσαι λέγονται κατά τό αυτό είδος.
Έυιαι δε δυνάμεις ομώνυμοί εισιν. τό γάρ δυνατόν ούχ απλώς λεγεται, άλλα τό μεν ότι άλη· θες ως ενεργεία ον, οιον δυνατοί· βάδιζειν ότι 10 βαδίζει, καί όλως δυνατόν είναι ότι ηδη εστι κατ ενεργειαν δ λεγεται είναι δυνατόν, τό 8J ότι ενερ-γησειεν άν, οΐον δυνατόν είναι βαδίζειν ότι βαδί-σειεν αν. και αντη μεν επι τοΐς κινητοΐς εστι 168
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follow. If not, must the contradictory, * it cannot be,’ logically follow or, supposing you say that this statement is not the correct contradictory, ‘ it may not be ’ logically follows. But both propositions are false as applied to what is of necessity. It seems the accepted opinion that things that may be or be cut may, per contra, not be or be cut. And we should in that case be concluding that that which must be may not be, which, it goes without saying, is false. It is clear that not everything capable of being or walking possesses the opposite potentiality. Cases there are to the contrary. First, there are those things which have a non-rational potentiality. Among such, for instance, is fire, which is capable of giving out heat—a non-rational potentiality. Rational potentialities issue in more than one way or in contrary results or directions. Not so all irrational ones. That is, fire, to repeat what we said, cannot both give and not give out heat, nor can anything else always actual have any such potentiality. Some irrational potentialities, however, allow of such issues. So much, then, by way of explaining that, even where ‘ potentiality * is quite unambiguously used, not every potentiality admits of such opposite issues.
But sometimes the term is ambiguous. ‘ Possible * itself is ambiguous. It is used, on the one hand, of facts and of things that are actualized; it is ‘ possible * for someone to walk, inasmuch as he actually walks, and in general we call a thing ‘ possible/ since it is now realized. On the other hand, ‘ possible ’ is used of a thing that might be realized ; it is possible ’ for someone to walk, since in certain conditions he would. It is only to that which can move that this
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8®	/	, o. ,	,/c.	,
μονοις η Ονναμις, (Κ€ινη dc και «ττι τοις αχινητοις. άμφω δἐ άληθϊς (ΐπΰν το μη αδύνατον είναι βαδίζειν η είναι, καί τό βαδίζον ηδη και ivtpyouv καί ιδ τό βαδιστικόν.	τδ μιν ονν οντω διη·ατόν ονκ
άληθϊς κατά τον αναγκαίου αττλά^ν ππεῖν, θάτίοον δἐ άληθός. wore όπι'ι τω (ν μ*ρ<ι το καθόλου ῖπεται, τω όζ ανάγκης οιπι ιτπται τό δύνασθαι clvai, ον μότοι παν. και toτι δη αρτῆ ϊσιοζ το αναγκαίου και μη άναγκαίον πάντων n thru η 20 μη elvai, και τάλλα ώς τούτοις ακολουθούντο €πισκοπ€Ϊν δεῖ.
Φαιδρόν δη (Κ των ιιρημόνων ότι το ανάγκης ον κατ’ εΥἐργειάι- ἐστι»', ώστε «ί π port ρα τα άΐόια, και η όνόργαα δυνάμ(ως προτόρα. καί τα μεν avtu δυνάμ€ως όνόργίΐαί dmv, οιον α! πρώτοι 25 ούσίαι, τα δἐ μ(τά δννάμ<ως, α τη μιν φύθ€ι πρότ€ρα τω δἐ χρόνιο υστέρα, τα δἐ ουδὲνστε όνίργςιαί είσιν άλλἀ δννάμ€ΐς μυι·ον.
XIV.	Πάτερου δἐ tναντία ἐστιν η κατάφασις τη άποφάσ€ι η ἡ κατάφασις τη καταφάθ€ι, καί so ό λόγος τω λόγω ό λόγων ότι πας άνθρωπος δίκαιος τω ονδεις άνθρωπος δίκαιος, η τό πας
“ God and the intelligences moving the crlrstUl or heavenly bodies. The nrpumrnt irnplir* that the nrcriwary is also eternal. ‘ The main proof,’ my* Dr. Hom, * of the priority of actuality is the following:—What b extern*! Ι»
Erior in nature to what is perishable ; and nothing is rtrnud y virtue of potentiality. For that which hAS the potmtUlity of being has also the potentiality of not-heinjr, while thf eternal is that which from its vrry naturr cannot fail to be. In a sense, therefore, all the primordial entities in the universe are free from potentiality. God Is in the fullest sense actual, since He is always what He is at any time, and has no element of unrealized potentiality ’ (JristotU, p. 177).
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kind of capacity belongs, while the former may also belong to such things as have no power of motion. Both of that which is walking and actual and of that which is capable of walking but does not now actually walk, it holds good that it is not impossible that it should walk (or should be). Now, this latter potentiality we cannot affirm of the necessary in its unqualified sense ; but the other we can so affirm. In conclusion, then, as the universal must follow upon the particular, so will the possible follow on that which exists of necessity, although not in all of its senses. Of being, not-being, indeed, may necessity, I think, and its absence be properly called the first principles, so that all else must be viewed as but following or consequent on them.
It is evident from the foregoing that the necessary is also the actual. And the actual is prior to the potential, inasmuch as the eternal is prior. There are, first of all, those actualities entirely without possibility, such as the primary substances.® Then there is that class of things which are actual and also potential: actuality is prior to possibility with these in the order of nature, although it is not prior in time.5 There are finally those things also that remain but the barest possibilities and never become actualities.0
XIV.	Here arises a doubt as to whether an affirmative statement is contrary to a negative statement or contrary to a second affirmation. Has the proposition ‘ every man is just ’ for its contrary ‘ no man is
6 Generated and perishable substances in the sublunary world.
c Such as the largest number, the least magnitude and so on. These are never realized, though conceivable.
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άνθρωπος δίκαιος τω πας άνθρωπος άδικος, οίον ἐστι Καλλία? δίκαιος—ον κ ἐστι Κ αλλίας δίκαιος— Καλλία? άδικός ear ι' π οτ (ρα δη όιηντία τούτων; (ϊ γάρ τα μόν ἐν τῆ φωνη άκολονθόι τοις όν τῇ διάνοια, όκ(ΐ δἐ όναιτία δόξα η τον όναντίου, 61ον οτι πας άνθρωπος δίκαιος ττ} πας άΐ'θρωπος άδικος, ** και όπί των ἐν τῆ φωνή καταφάσ(ων αι·αγκη ομοίως όχ(ΐν. d δἐ μη όκ(1 η του Εναντίου δόξα ἐναντία ἐστίν, ουδό η κατάφασις τη κατο-φάσ(ι εσται (ναιτία, ἀλλ* η (Ιρημόνη άπόφασις. ωστ( σκ(7ΓΤ(ον ποια δόξα άληθης φ(νδ(ΐ δόξη (ναιτία, πότ(ρον η της άποφάσ(ως η ὴ το ἐναν-40 τ ιον (ΐναι δοξάζουσα. λόγω δό ώδ(. (<.ττι τις 23 b δόξα άληθης του άγαθοΰ οτι αγαθόν, άλλη δό οτι ούκ αγαθόν φ(νδής, ότόρα δό ότι κακόν, ποτό ρα δη τούτων ό ναιτία ττ} άληθ(ϊ; καί ει ἕστι μία, καθ' όποτόραν η ό ναιτία;
Τό μιν δη τοντω οί(σθαι τάς όιτιιτίας δόξας ώρίσθαι, τω των όναιτίων είναι, φ (Οδός’ τοΰ γάρ 5 άγαθοΰ ότι αγαθόν και τοΰ κακού ότι κακόν η αντη Ισως και άληθης εσται, (ΐτ( πλ(ίους είτε μία όστίν. όναιτία δό ταΰτα. άλλ* οι) τω όναιτίων (ΐναι όναιτία, άλλα μάλλον τω όναιτίως.
Ει δη όστι μόν τοΰ άγαθοΰ ότι όστίν αγαθόν
* Grote observes upon this that some of Aristotle*» observations ‘ respecting the place and functiorw of the negative particle (<n>), must he understood with reference to the variable order of words in a Grwk or Latin sentence; for instance, the distinction betwern Kalitas non sst iustus and Kalitas est non iustus does not suggest itself to one speaking English or French ’ (Arist oils, p. 137). But possibly this particular chapter Is not by Aristotle him-self.
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just * ? Or is ‘ every man is unjust ’ the contrary ? ‘ Callias is just,’ ‘ is not just,’ ‘ is unjust ’ illustrate what I mean.® Which of these propositions are contraries ? Supposing that the verbal proposition corresponds with the intellectual judgement, and, further, that that judgement is contrary to a judgement asserting the contrary, as judging that every man is just is to judging every man is unjust, then the same thing assuredly holds of our verbal propositions as well. On the other hand, if we suppose that the judgement asserting the contrary is not, in the mind of the speaker, the contrary one to another, no longer will one affirmation be contrary unto another. The negation will be the true contrary. Which of the true judgements, then, is the contrary one to the false ? Is it that which denies the false judgement ? Or that which pronounces the contrary ? Take, for example, three judgements concerning a thing that is good—a true judgement or that ‘ it is good,’ a false judgement or ‘ it is not good/ and a third, quite distinct, * it is bad/ Of the last two which constitutes really the contrary one to the true ? Or supposing them one and the same, then which verbal expression is the contrary ?
To fancy that contrary judgements are those that have contrary subjects is to take an erroneous view. For the judgement that a good thing is good and the judgement that a bad thing is bad may be possibly one and the same ; one or more, they are both of them true. Yet the subjects are contrary here. But what constitutes judgements as contrary is having two contrary senses, not having two contrary subjects.
Suppose that we have two opinions regarding a thing that is good, one opining that that thing is
173
ARISTOTLE
δό£α, άλλη δ' (/τι ονκ αγαθόν, εστι δε άλλο η ο ούχ υπάρχει ουδ* οΐόν τε ύπάρξαι, των μῖν δἡ ίο άλλων ουδεμίαν θετεον, ούτε όσα ι ύπαρχον τὸ μή νπάρχον δοξάζονσιν ονθ' όσαι μη ύπαρχον τό νπάρχον (άπειροι γάρ άμφότεραι, και οσαι υπ· άρχειν δοξάζουσι τό μη ύπαρχον *cu όσοι μἡ ύπάρχειν τό ύπαρχοι-), αλλ* «V όσαις εστιν ή απάτη, ανται δε εισιν εξ ών αι γενίσος, ίκ των αντικείμενων δε αι γενεσεις, ώστε και αι άπατοι. 15 Ει ουν τό αγαθόν και αγαθόν και ου κακόν com, και το μεν καθ' εαυτό το δι κατά σνμβεβηκός (ισνμβεβηκε γάρ αύτω ον κακά» εΐναι), μάλλον δί εκάστον άληθης η καθ' εαυτό, και ψευδής, είπερ και άληθης. η μεν ονν ότι ονκ αγαθόν τό αγαθόν του καθ' εαυτό ύπάρχοχτος ψευδής, ή δί τον ότι 20 κακόν του κατά σνμβεβηκός. ώστε μάλλον αν ειη ψευδής του αγαθού ή της άποφάσεως ή ἡ του εναντίον δόξα, διεψευσται δε μάλιστα περί εκα· στον ό την εναντίαν εχων δόξαν' τἀ γάρ εναντία των πλεΐστον διαφερόιπων περί τό αυτό, ει ουν εναντία μεν τούτων ή ετίρα, ε'ναιτιωτερα δε ή 25 της άντιφάσεως, δήλον ότι αυτή αν εϊη εναντία. ή δἐ του ότι κακόν τό αγαθόν σνμπεπλεγμενη
• In order to make this point clear, Aristotle, it should have added ‘ whereas there can be but one contrary.’ 174
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good and the other one that it is not, and suppose there exist other qualities such as are neither inherent nor could be inherent in good, no opinion, notwithstanding, must be taken for the contrary one to the true that opines that some quality inheres, though it does not inhere, in the good or opines that it does not inhere, though it does so inhere, in the good, inasmuch as no limit of range is imposed on these types of opinion.0 We shall rather call contrary to the true ones those judgements, in which there is error. And these have to do with generation. Generation means passing or transition from one of two extremes to the other : hence error is such a transition.
What is good, then, is good and not bad. The one quality belongs to it essentially, the other by accident only. For by accident is it not bad. But supposing that judgement the truest that deals with a thing’s actual essence, that false one is really most false, that in like manner deals with its essence. A false judgement, dealing with essence, is ‘ that which is good is not good.’ ‘ It is bad/ though a false judgement also, concerns what is accidental only. So the judgement denying its goodness is falser than that predicating some other and contrary quality. And then most completely deceived is the man who on this or that point entertains an opinion or judgement which is contrary to that which is true. For contraries belong to those things that within the same class differ most. Supposing, then, that one of two judgements is contrary to that which is true but that that which is contradictory is even more contrary still, then the latter must be the real contrary. To judge that a good thing is bad is, moreover, a corn-
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ἐστί και yap ότι ούκ αγαθόν άιάγκη ίσως ὐττο-λαμβάνειν τόν αυτόν.
Έτι δί, ει καί επι τών άλλων ομοίως δεῖ ἔχειν, καί ταύτη αν δόξειε καλώς ειρήσθαι* 77 γάρ τταν-ταχοΰ τό της άντιφάσεως η οιώαμοΰ. όσοις δἐ 80 μη ἐστιν εναιτία, περί τούτων εστι μῖν φευόής η τη άληθει άιτικειμίνη, οΐον ό τον άνθρωπον ούκ άνθρωπον οιόμ(νος διεφευσται. «ί ούν αυτοί ἐναν-τίαι, καί αί άλλαι αι της άντιφάσεως.
Έτι ομοίως εχει ή του αγαθού ότι αγαθόν καί η του μη αγαθού ότι ούκ αγαθόν, και προς ταύταις η τού αγαθού ότι ονκ αγαθόν και ή του μη αγαθού si ότι αγαθόν, τη ούν τού μη αγαθού ότι ούκ αγαθόν άληθ€Ϊ ούση δόξη τις αν είη η εναντία; ου γάρ δἡ ή λἐγουσα ότι κακόν άμα γάρ άν ττοτ€ ειη αληθής, ουδέποτε δἐ αληθής άληθει εναντία' ίση γάρ τι μή αγαθόν κακόν, ώστ€ ενδεχεται άμα αληθείς είναι, οόδ’ αύ ή ότι ου κακόν αληθής 40 γάρ και αυτή, άμα γάρ και ταύτα αν είη. λείπε· ται ούν τη του μή αγαθού ότι ονκ αγαθόν εναντία 24 a ὑ τον μή αγαθού ότι αγαθόν φευδής γάρ αυτή, ώστε και ή τού αγαθού ότι ονκ αγαθόν τη του αγαθού οτι αγαθόν.
Φανερόν δε ότι ούδεν διοίσει ούδ* άν καθόλου δ τιθώμεν την κατάφασις ή γάρ καθόλου άπόφασις εναντία εσται, οΐον τη δόξη τη δοξαζούση ότι παν ο αν ῄ αγαθόν αγαθόν ἐστιν ή ότι ούδεν τών αγαθών 176
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posite judgement. For the man who thus judges, I think, must as certainly judge it not good.
Then again, the contradictory judgement is the contrary always or never. And if this holds good in all others, so must it in this case as well, and the view that we took was correct. In the case of things having no contraries we hold that that judgement is false which denies what the true one asserts. Thus a man is, for instance, deceived who supposes a man not a man. If the contraries here are the negatives, so, we conclude, are they always.
Then, that what is not good is not good is a similar or parallel judgement to one that a good thing is good, and that that which is good is not good is a parallel judgement to judging that that which is not good is good. What is contrary, then, to the true one that what is not good is not good ? Not, at any rate, that it is bad ; that might well at the same time be true, and true judgements can never be contrary. Some things that are not good are bad, so that both may together be true. Nor is judging it not bad the contrary, seeing that, too, may be true, since both attributes might be compresent. And so in the case of the judgement that what is not good is not good we are driven at last to conclude that the contrary is that it is good. For that judgement, of course, is a false one. Again, in a similar manner of the judgement that a good thing is good the true contrary is that it is not.
To make the affirmation universal will evidently not alter matters. The universal negative judgement will then be the obvious contrary. Suppose, for example, a man judges everything good to be good : then the contrary of this is his judging that nothing
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αγαθόν. ἡ yap του αγαθού οτι αγαθόν, ει καθόλου τ 6 αγαθόν, η αυτή ἐστι ττ} στ ι ο αν ῄ αγαθόν 8ο£αζονστ) οτι αγαθόν’ τούτο 8t ovSiv διαφῆχι του ότι τταυ ο ἀν ἡ	α^κχθόν ἐστιν, ομοίως
24 b 5ἐ κ·αι ἐπι του /ιἡ άγαμου.
Ὀστε €ΐτ7€ρ (ττι 8ό£ης όντως ῖχει, <ἷαι δὶ αι tv τῇ φωνή καταφάσ€ΐς και αποφάσεις σύμβολα τῶν ἐν τῆ φνχτ}, δῆλον ότι και καταφκίσίΐ cvcuniα μῖν άπόφασις ή utpi τού αυτού καθόλου, οίον τῇ ότι παν αγαθόν αγαθόν η ότι πας άνθρωττος δ αγαθός η στ ι οΰδιΥ ῆ ούδος, άντιφκιτικώς δἐ στι ἡ οι) παν ἡ οι) ττάς·. φκινίρόν 8t ότι και αληθή άληθίΐ ονκ όνόόχιται (ναυτίαν ίΓ»·αι otrrc δόξαν oirre άιτίφασιν.1 ο·αι·τίαι μο· γάρ αι περί τἀ άιτικ€ΐμ€να, ττ€ρι ταύτα 8t Λ δ/χεται αλη0€ν<ιν τον αντοι” αμα δἐ οόκ οδι^εται τἀ οαιτία ῶτ-άρχ€ΐν τω αντω.
1	Β.
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of that kind is good. For the judging what is good to be good, if the subject be taken universally, amounts to a judgement pronouncing whatever is good to be good, and the latter in turn to a judgement pronouncing good everything good. And the same is the case with the not good.
If this is the case with our judgements and verbal affirmations and denials are symbols of those mental judgements, it is clear the universal denial, when the subject is one and the same, is the positive statement’s true contrary. For instance, propositions affirming every good, every man to be good have for contraries propositions affirming no man, nothing good to be good. Contradictories, however, have for subjects ‘ not every man,’ ‘ not every good.’ It is manifest, too, that true judgements and true propositions can never be contrary one to another. While two propositions that are true can together be truly asserted, two contrary propositions must predicate contrary qualities, and these in the selfsame subject can never together inhere.
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INTRODUCTION
I. The Devklopmknt or Arittotij: · Ixxjic
The invention of th«* .syllogism, <»r rather the systematic trmtim'iit of the laws of inference, was perhaps Aristotle’s preatovt and most original achievement. It stands to reason that his approach to logical studies must have born through the Dialectic of the Academy ; but although we can see something of the practical application of Plato’s theories in such dialogues as the Theaetetus, Parmenides, Sophist and Politicusy there is little- ground for supposing that they were ever fullv <le\rlnjx-d οι» the formal side. Indeed our evidence jK»ints tho other way. When Aristotle is consciously building upon Plato’s founda* tions, or upon those of any othrr philosophical school, he is accustomed to |x»int out and account for the mistakes of his predecessors ; but in the Analytics the only overt refcreiice to Plato (a .SI) concerns the practice of definition by dichotomy (as exemplified in the last two dialogues mentioned above), and his description of it as “ a kind of weak syllogism ” seems to imply that it was Plato’s nearest approach in this direction. It is moreover intrinsically probable that the systematic treatment of the inferential process should be attributed to Aristotle’s own remarkable powers of analysis.
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The theory of syllogism, as we find it expressed in the Prior Analytics, is clearly the result of long study and experiment. Attempts have been made in recent years by two German scholars, F. Solmsen (Die Entwicklung der aristotelischen Logik und Rhetorik, conveniently summarized by Professor J. L. Stocks in C.Q., 1933, pp. 115-124) and P. Gohlke (Die Entstehung der aristotelischen Logik) to trace the development of the theory. Solmsen arranges the main logical works in the following order : (1) Topics I-VII; (2) Posterior Analytics I; (3) Topics VIII and IX (De Sophisticis Elenchis) ; (4) Posterior Analytics II ; (5) Prior Analytics. Dr Gohlke on the other hand holds that the received order of the two Analytics is correct, and that Topics VIII and IX presuppose the Analytics. I do not find his arguments entirely convincing. Certainty about such a point is perhaps unattainable, but I am strongly inclined towards the view that the Prior Analytics contains at least some of Aristotle’s maturest logical thought.
Of course the problem is complicated by the fact that the logical works as we possess them are almost certainly compilations from notes or rough drafts for Aristotle’s discourses. The material is not always well arranged (e.g. chs. xv-xxii of An. Pr. II would come more naturally in the Topics, and there is no reason to suppose that the present arrangement has any chronological significance. It is moreover highly probable that corrections and afterthoughts have been inserted in the text without complete assimilation ; and that many of the minor inconsistencies are due to this procedure. Dr Gohlke’s attempt to identify these later passages, and so to distinguish the different strata of thought, is attractively worked
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out ; but his result* must as yet be regarded as conjectural.
II. The Theory of Svixocieu in the Prior Analytics
Summary of the contents
The first book of the Prior Analytics f*Us into two halves. The first tiG chapters arc devoted to the formal statement of the theory : the enunciation and demonstration of the laws of syllogistic reasoning, and the analysis of the various forms which the iryl-logism can take. The last ‘20 chapters contain instructions for the construction of syllogisms, cither in general or for special purjx>scs, and a number of practical directions and warnings to students.
Aristotle begins naturally by defining his subject and explaining his tcrminologv. It is worth noting in this connexion that the use οἱ the words ορος (bound or limit), άκρο»' (extreme) and μ «το»· (middle) to describe the terms, and of διάστημα (interval) m an alternative to πρότασις or premiss, suggests that Aristotle vas accustomed to employ some form of blackboard diagram, as it wore, for the purpose of illustration. A premiss was probably represented by a line joining the letters chosen to stand for the terms. How quality and quantity were indicated can only be con· jectured. These distinctions arc stated in ch. ii. The quantitative analysis of judgements was almost certainly Aristotle’s discover}- ; there is no trace of it in Plato, and it is certainly not explicit in the Categories ; it is first formulated in ch. vii of the De Inter-pretatione. The point is, of course, vital to the theory 184»
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of syllogism (cf. An. Pr. I. xxiv and xxxiii). The rest of the chapter gives the rules for conversion of asser-toric premisses. Ch. iii. deals with the conversion of apodeictic and problematic premisses, which are now mentioned for the first time. It is extremely probable that this “ chapter ” did not form part of the original course on the syllogism, but was “ added ” after Aristotle had outlined his theory of modality.
Chs. iv-vi describe the valid moods in the three figures. It should be observed that Aristotle did not recognize the fourth or “ Galenian *’ figure (at any rate as a separate type) ; in which he was probably right. Ch. vii sums up the findings of the three previous chapters, and shows how all syllogisms can be reduced to the universal syllogisms of the first figure.
Chs. viii-xxii are devoted to the analysis of modal syllogisms. This part of Aristotle’s theory is full of difficulties, and is discussed in a separate section (pp. 189-193).
In ch. xxiii Aristotle returns to his main theory, and distinguishing logical proofs as either Ostensive or hypothetical, proceeds to examine the mechanism of syllogism. He first explains the function of the middle term, and shows that the three figures exhaust the possible ways of relating the middle to the extreme terms. Hence all Ostensive syllogisms are effected by these three figures. But hypothetical syllogisms also depend upon Ostensive proof; and therefore all syllogisms are effected by the three figures and are ultimately reducible to the universal syllogisms of the first figure.
Ch. xxiv points out that in every syllogism (1) one premiss at least must be affirmative, and (2) one
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premiss at least must be universal : ί.<·. the middle term must he distributed.
Ch. xxv lays down the materials necessary for drawing a syllogistic inference, viz. two premisses containing three terms. This doctrine is of course implicit from the beginning, but it Li first clearly stated here. Ch. xxvi sums up the facilities for constructive and destructive proof.
The second section of llook I begins with an explanation, in chs. xxvii-xxx, of the incthed of finding premisses by selecting consequents and antecedent* of the major and minor terms ; and how the method is to be applied in the case of different propositions. Ch. xxxi criticizes the Platonic incthed of definition by dichotomy. Ch. xxxii shows how to reduce arguments to syllogistic form in the several figures.
In chs. xxxiii-\liii we find a series of warnings against errors in selecting or enunciating terms and premisses. Ch. xliv shows how far hypothetical proofs admit of reduction, anti ch. xlv treats of the resolution of one figure into another. Finally ch. xlvi explains the true form of contradictory statements.
Book II discusses various aspects and properties of the syllogism and similar methods of reasoning. The first chapter explains that more than one conclusion can be drawn from the same premisses, and the next three show how true conclusions can be drawn from false premisses. Chs. v-vii describe circular or reciprocal proof, chs. viii-x deal with the conversion of syllogisms, and chs. xi-xiii with reduction ad impossibiU in the three figures. Ch. xiv compares the procedure of Ostensive proof with that of reduction ad impos-sibile, and ch. xv considers the question of drawing
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conclusions from contrary and contradictory premisses. Chs. xvi and xvii are devoted to the fallacies of petitio principii and false cause, while in ch. xviii Aristotle points out that falsity in an argument depends upon the first false statement which it contains. Chs. xix and xx treat of the syllogism in argument and refutation. Ch. xxi shows the possibility of being mistaken in a particular judgement even when one has knowledge of the universal truths upon which that judgement, when properly conceived, depends. Ch. xxii deals with the convertibility of terms, and with the comparison of desirable and undesirable objects. The last five chapters treat of argument by induction, by example, by reduction, by objection, and by probabilities or “ signs.”
Aristotle’s view of the syllogism
The formulation of a logical system which in spite of modifications—some of which are questionable improvements—remains the basis of all subsequent logic, was so great a feat that criticism seems almost ungenerous, especially when we consider that here as elsewhere we are compelled to judge Aristotle, as it were, at second hand. If he himself had edited the logical works for publication, he would doubtless have removed many of the imperfections and inconsistencies which can be observed in our text. There are, however, certain defects which call for notice.
A purely formal logic which is detached from reality is a worthless instrument indeed ; and since Aristotle’s logic is avowedly the instrument of the mind in search of truth, we do not look in it for any such detachment. But there is reason to suppose
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that he expected more corrcsjwjndenco between the conclusion of a syllogism and objective reality than !* compatible with the conception of the syllogism as a process of thought. At any rate in 31 b 14 ff. he apparently denies the validity of n syllogism became the conclusion which follows from n pair of premissee stating a narrowly ri*stricte<l relation proves less than could be inferred from complete knowledge of the facts. The premisses arc :
Everything which moves may (at a given time) be an animal.
All men may move.
The conclusion, save Aristotle, U apedcictio, not problematic, because inan is necessarily an animal ; and since an apoik-ictic conclusion cannot be drawn from problematic premisses, Aristotle decides that the syllogism is invalid. The same arbitrary objection occurs in lines 32-37. These arc certainly extreme examples ; they come in n passage which is so hastily expressed that it appears to be an afterthought designed to meet certain practicfll difficulties ; and 1 have observed no exact parallel to them. But the general practice of rebutting the validity of a syllogism by selecting concrete examples (however natural and unobjectionable it may be in itself) suggests a tendency to look for objective truth in the conclusion. The careful discussion of the possibility of drawing a true conclusion from false premisses (An. Pr. II. ii-iv) may perhaps point in the same direction.
Elsewhere, too, Aristotle seems to emphasize the apodeictic function of the syllogism by regarding the conclusion as something distinct from the premisses rather than as potentially latent in them. The very
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definition of syllogism in 24 b 18 stresses the former aspect; and throughout the early chapters of An. Pr. I, when he is establishing the valid moods of the three figures, he proceeds by taking different pairs of premisses and then considering what conclusion if any can be drawn from them. Of course this is quite legitimate, but it is one-sided ; and it comes almost as a surprise when in ch. xiii ad fin. he reverses the process and analyses the conclusion into its premisses. Moreover, he is led to change his normal practice here by a special motive : the desire to show that a problematic conclusion can be draAvn either from two problematic premisses or from one problematic and one assertoric premiss. Here again the section in question has the air of an afterthought ; at least it is curious that the point was not raised before. It is a similar failure to regard the syllogism as a coherent whole that leads to the errors which I have noted on 34>b 2 and 7. It is only fair, however, to add that in An. Pr. II. xxi, especially 67 a 33-b 11, the true relation of conclusion to premisses is made quite explicit.
The Modal Analysis and its defects
The whole section (An. Pr. I. viii-xxii) on modal syllogisms shows signs of superficial treatment. It seems clear to me that Aristotle either found this part of his theory unsatisfactory and left it incomplete (we know from Alexander and various scholia that Theophrastus and Eudemus lost no time in modifying it) ; or that he merely sketched it in outline and gave the task of working it out in detail to his pupils. The latter hypothesis is attractive, since it would account better for the lack of proper syn-
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thesis, but in default of linj^uistic or stylistic evidence it can only be entertained as a remote possibility.
In the first place Aristotle never makes clear what he means by the apedeictic, ussertoric and problematic relations. It is practically certain that he considers the distinction to bo grounded upon something objective, yet he uses the same terms “ animal " and “ man ” in 25 a 25, 25 a 8, b 7. and a 32 to illustrate an Assertoric, and in SO a 21, h S.8, SI b 41,32 b β etc. to illustrate an apodcictic relation. One might suppose the analysis of premisses as apodcictic, assertoric and problematic to refer to the predication of the definitorv genus or cliflerentiA, of the property, and of the accident ; but the only evidence for this correspondence seems to be in 4$ b 0 ff. The association of the accident with problematic predication might perhaps also be inferred from a comparison of Topics 102 b 6 with An. Pr. 82 b 10. Hut it is * serious detect that so important a point should receive no explicit treatment, and the omission in itself justifies us in supposing that the modal system was never brought to perfection.
The whole question of the problematic relation Is very difficult, and we can hardlv acquit Aristotle of entertaining inconsistent views about it. Three conceptions of the “ possible ” appear in the Analytics.
(1)	That which is not impossible. This of course excludes neither the actual nor the necessary (£5 a S3).
(2)	That which is neither impossible nor necessary, i.e. that which is neither necessarily so nor necessarily not so. This still does not exclude the assertoric relation (cf. 34 a S6-S8), though it is doubtless generally intended to do so. It is the " definition ” to which Aristotle frequently refers (S3 b 23, SO etc.) ; and
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which underlies the main development of the modal analysis. But we also find (24 b 14, 32 b 4) the possible described as (3) that which, as contrasted with the purely contingent, obtains generally but not necessarily, i.e. the probable. It has been supposed that this is merely a particular case of (2) ; that indeed it is the normal case of that type, since the purely contingent is outside the proper range of logical science. Aristotle’s language (32 b 13-22) certainly suggests this at first sight. But on this view the “ problematic conversion ” which holds good of (2) is hard to justify. If “ all A may be Β ” is possible qua probable, “no A may be Β ” is possible only qua improbable ; the two judgements differ fundamentally in implication, and the substitution of one for the other cannot but affect the inference to be drawn. Indeed in the “ earlier ” passage (which is probably a later addition) Aristotle states definitely that a universal negative premiss of type (3) is not convertible, although a similar premiss of type (2) follows the general rule. Dr Gohlke thinks (pp. 73 ff.) that Aristotle was driven to restrict the sense of the problematic premiss so as to preclude conversion of the universal negative by the awkward results which would otherwise have followed in the second figure. This seems extremely probable. At least it seems obvious that the non-convertibility of such premisses ought to have been demonstrated in ch. iii, if the doctrine formed part of the original system.
An even greater mystery surrounds Aristotle’s attitude towards the convertibility of the particular negative problematic premiss. The question is discussed at length by both Maier and Becker, but it can only be briefly considered here. The main point
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is this : why is it that Aristotle, after cxprc&slj ad* initting its convertibility (25 b 13 ; Maier appears to overlook this statement—at least 1 cannot find that he refers to it), apparently never avails himself of it? Becker (pp. 60-03) shows that while in certain of Maier s examples there is a definite reason for not employing this fomi of conversion, in others no such reason can be quoted, so that the failure to employ it appears to be α genuine oversight. Gohlkc dismisses the difficulty by supposing '25 b 13 to be a late uddi· tion. I cannot quite follow his theory of the development of Aristotle's idea of possibility.
In point of fact the problematic premiss of type (2) will not fit consistently into Aristotle’s β vs tern. One of its most awkward features ϊ* that it has no single contradictory, and so rrsists the process of proof per impossibile ; and so in ch. xv we find that it gives place to type (1). It U moreover almost valueless for purposes of argument. Why then did Aristotle adopt it as the normal type ? Presumably because he felt that to call anything “ possible which was in reality necessary was an intolerable looseness of terminology. At the same time a desire for symmetrical tripartition induced him to frame a system in which apodictic and problematic should show a perfectly antithetical correspondence about the assertoric mean. 'Hie attempt was bound to fail, because objectively there is no mean between the necessary and the not-necessary ; the two conceptions together are exhaustive.
It follows that any satisfactory threefold system must depend upon a subjective distinction of medal· ity. A judgement is apocieictic if it rests on demonstrable grounds, assertoric if the fact is appre-
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hended but the grounds are unknown, and problematic if the fact is regarded as capable of realization. But even so the dividing line between the first tivo is hard to draw ; and the universal problematic judgement is more naturally expressed as a particular assertoric. When we say “ all men may be white,” we presumably mean “ some men are white, some are not-white ; but we know no reason why the not-white men should necessarily exist.”
Thus the modal analysis, which depends for its value upon genuine distinctions, becomes practically useless. It was continued, with modifications, by-Aristotle’s immediate successors, but being little more than a formal exercise it fell more and more into neglect.
III. Manuscripts and Other Sources
The chief manuscripts for this part of the Organon	
are the following :	
A Urbinas 35	saec. ix-x ineunt.
Β Marcianus 201	an. 955
C Coislinianus 333	saec. xi
d Laurentianus 72.5	„ χ ?
n Ambrosianus L. 93	saec. x-xi
f Marcianus App. IV. 5	an. 1320
11 Basileensis F. 11.21	saec. xi-xii
m Ambrosianus Q. 87	saec. xv
a Angelicus C. 3.13	?
c Vaticanus 1021	“ satis uetustus ”
i Laurentianus 72.15	saec. xiv
Of these the first two are by far the best. Bekker preferred A ; Waitz showed that Β is generally more g 2	193
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accurate, and this view is now generally accepted. C is considerably inferior to cither, but it sometimes preserves the true reading. Of the others only d and n have much independent value ; the rest arc sometimes of use to decide a doubtful point, Light Is also thrown on the text bv the commentaries of Alexander, Philoponus, Thcmistius and Pacius, and the Latin versions of Boethius ami the uetus inUrpres Latinus.
The present translation aims at preserving some-thing of the effect of the original without too great α sacrifice of Knglish idiom. 1 have tried to escape the anachronism of interpreting Aristotle’s meaning too much in tlie terms of conteinj>orary logic, of which indeed I do not profess to have an exhaustive knowledge ; I have therefore avoided technicalities except such as art.· sanctioned by tradition, end have attempted to examine the arguments, where comment seemed necessary, in the light of what I conceive to be common sense.
Apart from the ancient commentators, the most helpful authorities which 1 have used arc Waltz’s admirable edition of the Organon and Maters treatise (see Bibliography). I have often consulted the Oxford Translation ; and the new French version bv M. Tricot appeared just in time for me to refer to it on certain points. I am especially obliged to Dr. A Becker for sending me his most instructive monograph on the medal syllogisms ; to my friend and tormer colleague Dr. Β. M. Laing for discussing various points with me ; and to Professor Τ. M. Knox of St. Andrews University for much excellent advice and criticism.
I much regret that sheer lack of time has prevented me from doing greater justice to a subject which has
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received little systematic treatment in this country for many years. It became apparent, however, that the appearance of this volume, already long overdue, would be indefinitely delayed if I attempted to examine all the points which interested me, and I felt that I could not tax the patience of the editors by keeping it back any longer. I hope that even in its present form it calls attention to some points which have not been noticed before.
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Criticism and Intehphetation
H. Maier, Die Syllogistik des Aris tote let, TObingen, 1900 ; O. Hamelin, Le Systeme d'Aris tote, Paris 1920 ; F. Solmsen, Die Entrricilung der aristotelischen Logih und Rhelorik, 1929; J. L. Stocks, “The Composition of Aristotle’s Logical Works,” Classical Quarterly, 1933, pp. 115-124·; A. Becker, Die aristotelische Theoric der Mbglichkdtsschlusse, Berlin 19*22 ; P. Gohlke, Die Entstehung der aristotelischen Logik, Berlin 1936.
196
THE TRADITIONAL MOOD-NAMES
For the benefit of those who are forgetful or who are not familiar with the mnemonic mood-names for the various syllogisms, I give a list of them with a brief explanation :
Fig. 1 (direct) Barbara, Celarent, Darii, Ferio. (indirect) Baralipton, Celantes, Dabitis, Fape-smo, Frisesomorum.
Fig. 2 Cesare, Camestres, Festino, Baroco.
Fig. 3 Darapti, Felapton, Disamis, Datisi, Bo-cardo, Ferison.
Fig. 4 Bramantip, Camenes, Dimaris, Fesapo, Fresison.
The first three vowels of each word show the quality and quantity of the premisses and conclusion, A standing for the universal and I for the particular affirmative, E for the universal and O for the particular negative. The consonants indicate the rules for reduction. The initial letters correspond in every case to those of the mood-names of the direct syllogisms of the first figure. The letters which immediately follow the significant vowels give the necessary-procedure.
m (muta) means that the premisses must be transposed.
s (simpliciter) means that the premiss denoted by the preceding vowel must be converted simply.
ρ (per accidens) means that the premiss must be converted by limitation.
c (conversio) means that for the premiss the contradictory of the conclusion must be substituted.
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Λ
Μι1° Ι. IIρώτον απεῖν π(ρι τί και τίχος όστιν ή σκόφις, οτι περί άπόδ(ΐξιν καί Ιπιστημης αποΒ€ΐκτικης· εῖτα διορίσαι τί cart πρότασις και τι ορος και τι συλλογισμός, και ποιος τέλειος και ποιος άτ€λης, μετά δἐ ταντα τί τό Ιν όλιο ιΐιο,ι η μη «Γναι τάδε 15 τιμδε, και τί λἐγο/ιεν τό κατο, παντός η μηΒςνός κατηγορίΐσθαι.
Πρότασις· μῖν ουν όστι λόγος καταφατικός η αποφατικός τινός κατά τινος’ οντος Bi ἡ καθόλου η όν μἐρει η αδιόριστος, λόγω Bi καθόλου μιν τό παιτι η μηδ€\Ί νπάρχ€ΐν, όν /ιἐρει δὶ τό τινι η μη 20 τινι η μη παντι ύπάρχ€ΐν, άδιόριστον Bi τό ύπαρχ€ΐν η μη ύπάρχ^ιν άι·€υ του καθόλου η κατά μόρος, οΐον τό των όναιτίων etvai την αυτήν όπιστημην η τό την ηδονην μη εΓι·αι αγαθόν.
Διαφέρει δἐ η άποδ€ΐκτικη πρότασις της δια-λ€κτικης, οτι η μόν άποδακτικη λήφις θατόρου μορίου της άντιφάσαός ἐστιν (ου γάρ ί/κυτα ὀλλά
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BOOK I
I.	Our first duty is to state the scope of our inquiry, book i. and to what science it pertains : that it is concerned 0f E AWS with demonstration, and pertains to a demonstra- Syllogism. tive science. Next we must define the meaning ^rce0aP?s°f the of ‘ premiss ’ and ‘ term ’ and 4 syllogism/ and distinguish between a perfect and an imperfect syllogism ; and after this we must explain in what sense one term is said to be or not to be ‘ wholly contained ’ in another ; and what we mean by ‘ predicated of all * or ‘ of none.’
A premiss is an affirmative or negative statement Preliminary of something about some subject. This statement t™etlon may be universal or particular or indefinite. By premiss, and universal I mean a statement which applies to all, or lfcs types* to none, of the subject; by particular, a statement which applies to some of the subject, or does not apply to some, or does not apply to all ; by indefinite, a statement which applies or does not apply without reference to universality or particularity, e.g., ‘ contraries are studied by the same science ’ or ‘ pleasure is not good.’
The premiss of demonstration differs from the Demonstra-premiss of dialectic in that the former is the assump-tion of one member of a pair of contradictory state- syllogistic merits (since the demonstrator does not ask a question Premisses*
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25 Λαμβάνει 6 άποδεικνύων), ή δε διαλεκτική ερωτησις άντιφάσεώς Ι στα·, ουδό' δ< διοίσε ι προ? το γίνε σ0αι τον εκατερου συλλογισμόν καί γάρ ο απεν-δεικνύων και 6 ερωτων συλλογίζεται λαβών τι κατά τινος ύπάρχειν ή μη όπάρχειν. ώστε εσται συλλογιστική μεν πρότασις άπλίυς κατάφασις η eo άπόφασίς τινος κατά too? τόν εϊρημε'νον τροπον, άποδεικτικη δε εάν άλι^θής ὐ και διά τῶν εζ αΡΧΦ 24 b ίο υποθέσεων ειλημμει·η, διαλεκτική δε πνι·θανομενψ μεν ερώτησις άντιφάσεως, συλλογιζομενψ δε λήφις του φαινομένου και ενδόζου, καθάπερ ἐν τοι? Τοπικοί? εϊρηται.
Τί μεν ουν ἐστι πρότασις, και τί διαφέρει συλλογιστική και αποδεικτική και διαλεκτική, δι* 15 ακρίβειας μεν εν τοϊς επομε'νοις ρηθήσεται, πρός δε την παρούσαν χρείαν ικανώς ήμίν διωρίσθω τα νυν.
"Ορον δἐ καλά» εις ον διαλύεται η πρότασις, οίον τό τε κατηγορουμει·ον και τό καθ* ου κατηγορεΐται, η προστιθέμενου η διαιρουμει·ου του είναι και μἡ είναι.
Συλλογισμός δε εστι λόγος εν α> τεθεντων τι»*ών 20 ετερόν τι των κείμενων εζ άι-άγκης συμβαίνει τω ταϋτα είναι, λέγω δε τω τα vt α είι-αι τό δια ταῦτα
e i.e. that which is cither *«*lf-tviclcnt or accepted as true for the immediate inquiry. Cf. An. Pott. I. ix.; Topics, 100 a 27.
6 A dialectical premiss may lx* cither the alternative chosen by an actual opponent in answer to a question of the form 4 Is Χ Υ or not V ? ’ or the assumotion of one alternative by a person reasoning independently.
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but makes an assumption), whereas the latter is an answer to the question which of two contradictory statements is to be accepted. This difference, however, will not affect the fact that in either case a syllogism results ; for both the demonstrator and the interrogator draw a syllogistic conclusion by first assuming that some predicate applies or does not apply to some subject. Thus a syllogistic premiss will be simply the affirmation or negation of some predicate of some subject, in the way already described ; the premiss will be demonstrative if it is true and based upon fundamental postulates α ; while the dialectical premiss will be, for the interrogator, an answer to the question which of two contradictory statements is to be accepted, and for the logical reasoner,b an assumption of what is apparently true and generally accepted,—as has been stated in the Topics.c
What is meant by a premiss, and Avhat difference there is between syllogistic, demonstrative and dialectical premisses, will be explained with exactness laterd; but for our immediate requirements the present definition may be taken as sufficient.
By a term I mean that into which the premiss Term can be analysed, viz., the predicate and the subject, deflned' with the addition or removal of the verb to be or not to be.
A syllogism is a form of words in which, when Syllogism certain assumptions are made, something other than de ine ' what has been assumed necessarily follows from the fact that the assumptions are such. By ‘ from the fact that they are such * I mean that it is because
e 104 a 8 ; cf. also 100 a 29.
d Demonstrative in An. Post. I. vi.-ix.; dialectical in Topics.
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σνμβαίνειν, τό δέ δια τούτα συμβαίνειν τά μη&€νος εζωθεν ορού προσδεῖ»’ προς το γενέσθαι τό αναγ-καΐον.
Ύέλειον μῖν ούν καλώ συλλογισμόν τον μηάενος άλλου προσδεόμενον τταρἀ τἀ ειλημμένα πρός το 25 φανήναι τό αναγκαίοι', ατελή δέ τοι* ττροσδεόμενον ή ενός ή πλειόνων, α ἐστι μιν αναγκαία δια τῶν υποκειμένων όρων, ου μην είληπται Βία προτάσεων.
Τό δέ ἐν όλω είναι έτερον Ιτ ϊ ρω καί το κατά παντός κατήγορε ισθαι θατέρου θάτερον ταύτόν ἐστιν, λέγομεν δε τό κατά παντός κατηγορεΐσθαι eo όταν μηδέν ὑ λαβεΐν τών του ιττοκειμένου καθ* ου θάτερον ου λεχθήσεται· και τό κατά μηδενος ωσαύτως.
26» II. Έττεί δἐ πάσα πρότασις έ στ ιν ή του ύπάρχειν η του έζ ανάγκης ύπαρχειν η του έν&εχεσθαι ύπαρχειν, τούτων δε αι μεν καταφατικοί αι δέ αποφατικοί καθ' έκάστην πρόσρησιν, πάλιν δέ των δ καταφατικών και αποφατικών αι μεν καθόλου αι δε εν μέρει αι δέ αδιόριστοι, την μεν ἐν τω νπ-άρχειν καθόλου στερητικήν ανάγκη τοίς όροις άντι-στρέφειν, οΐον ει μηδεfua ήδοιη αγαθόν, ονδ* αγαθόν ούδέν έσται ηδονή· τὴν δέ καττγγορεκην άντι-στρέφειν μέν άναγκαίον, ου μήν καθόλου άλλ* εν μέρε ι, οΐον ει πάσα ήδοιη αγαθόν, καί αγαθόν ίο τι είναι ήδονήν· τών Βέ έν μέρε ι τήν μέν καταφατικήν άντιστρέφειν ανάγκη κατά μέρος (ει γάρ ηδονή τις αγαθόν, και αγαθόν τι εσται ήδονη), τήν 202
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of them that the conclusion follows ; and by this I mean that there is no need of any further terra to render the conclusion necessary.
I call a syllogism perfect if it requires nothing, Perfect anc apart from what is comprised in it, to make the gynogSms. necessary conclusion apparent; imperfect if it requires one or more propositions which, although they necessarily follow from the terms which have been laid down, are not comprised in the premisses.
For one term to be wholly contained in another is ‘To be the same as for the latter to be predicated of all of Sned in°n the former. We say that one term is predicated of andd‘fc<)t1^ all of another when no examples of the subject can of ail/ be found of which the other term cannot be asserted.
In the same way we say that one term is predicated of none of another.
II.	Now every premiss is of the form that some Premisses attribute applies, or necessarily applies, or may pos- assertonc, sibly apply, to some subject.0 These three types ^ράΓβ0^ΐθΠ3 are divided into affirmative and negative in accord- atic; ance with each mode of attribution ; and again of affirmative and negative premisses some are universal, negative; others particular and others indefinite. In universal ieraaTpar-statement the negative premiss is necessarily convert-ible in its terms : e.g., if no pleasure is good, neither Rules for’ will anything good be pleasure ; but the affirma- ^0enc°a tive, though necessarily convertible, is so not as a(a)asser-universal but as a particular statement: e.g., if every tonc’ pleasure is good, some good must also be pleasure.
In particular statements the affirmative premiss must be convertible as particular, for if some pleasure is good, some good will also be pleasure; but the
® This modal analysis is rejected by many modern logicians. Cf. Introd.. pp. 189-193.
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5»	%	%	^	*
δε στερητικήν ουκ αναγκαΐον ου yap ** αψφ θρωπος μη υπήρχα τινι ζωω, και ζώου ούχ υπάρχει τινι ανθρώπω.
Πρώτον μῖν συν Ι στ ω στερητική καθολου η is ΑΒ πρότασις. 11 ονν μηδαΊ τών1 Β τό Α υπάρχει, ουδέ των Α ουδενι ύπήρζει τό Β. ει γήρ τινι, οϊον τω Γ, ουκ αληθές ῖσται το μηδενι τῶν Β τὸ Α υπήρχαν το γαρ Γ τών Β τί <<ττιν. α Bi παντι το Α τω Β, και το Β τινι τω Α υπήρχα, «ι γήρ μηδενί, ουδἐ τό Α ουδοί τω Β ύπήρζεί' αλλ
20	ύπέκειτο παιπι υπήρχαν, ομοίως Bi και α κατα μέρος ἐστιν ἡ πρότασις. 11 γαρ τό Α τινι των Β, καί τό Β τινι τών Α ανήγκη ύπάρχειν ει γαρ μηδενί, ουδ( τό Α ουδο·ι τών Β.1 €Ϊ δέ γε τό Α τινι τών Β μη υπήρχα, ονκ αι·αγκη και τό Β τινι τω Α μη υπήρχαν, olov ει τό μεν Β <στι
21	ζωον τό δέ Α άνθρωπος· άνθρωπος μέν γαρ ου παντί ζώω, ζώον δέ παντί αίθρια π ω υπάρχει.
III. τ ἀν αυτόν δέ τρόπον έζει καί έπί τών αναγκαίων προτήσεων η μέν γαρ καθόλου στερητική καθόλου αντιστρέφει, τών δε καταφατικών έκατέρα 80 κατά μέρος, ει μεν γαρ ανήγκη τό Α τω Β μηδενί υπήρχειν, ανήγκη και τό Β τω Λ μηδενι ύπάρχειν εΐ γα,ρ τινι ενδέχεται, και τό Α τω Β τινι ἐπἐχοιτο αν. ει δέ έ£ ανήγκης τό Α παντι η τινι τω Β υπήρχε ι, και τό Β τινι τω Α ανήγκη ύπήρχειν ει γαρ μη ανήγκη, ονό’ αν το Α τινι τών Β εζ 85 ανήγκης ύπήρχοι. τό δ* εν μέρει στερητικόν ουκ αντιστρέφει δια την αυτήν αιτίαν δι* ην και πρότερον εφαμεν.
1 τω C\ lkkker.
* τών Β ίητάρζει codd. dctL
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negative is not necessarily convertible ; for it does not follow that if ‘ man ’ does not apply to some animal, neither will ‘ animal ’ apply to some man.
First, then, let us take a negative universal premiss a having the terms A and B. Then if A applies to no B,b neither will Β apply to any A ; for if it applies to some, e.g. C, it 'will not be true that A applies to no B, because C is a B. If on the other hand A applies to all Β, Β also applies to some A ; for if it applies to none, neither will A apply to any Β ; but ex hypothesi it applies to all B. Similarly too if the premiss is particular. For if A applies to some B,
Β must also apply to some Λ ; since if it applies to none, neither will A apply to any B. But if A does not apply to some B, it does not necessarily follow that Β does not apply to some A ; e.g., if Β is ‘ animal * and A ‘ man * ; for ‘ man * does not apply to every animal, but * animal ’ applies to every man.
III.	The same principle will also obtain in the case (t>) of apodeictic premisses. The universal negative con- aPodeictlc* verts universally whereas each of the affirmatives converts as a particular premiss. For if A necessarily applies to no Β, Β also necessarily applies to no A ; for if it may apply to some, A might also apply to some B. But if A necessarily applies to all or some of Β, Β must also apply to some A ; for if this is not necessarily so, neither will A necessarily apply to some B. The particular negative statement is not convertible, for the same reason which we have already stated.®
0 Sc. of the assertoric type.
6 It must be noted that in the Aristotelian formula the predicate regularly comes before the subject. The modern equivalent is ‘ No Β is A.’
e Ch. ii. ad fin.
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Επὶ δἐ τῶν όνδίχομίνων, inti&ri πολλαχως Λἐγεται το όνδόχίσθαχ (και γάρ το άναγκαΐον καί το μη άναγκαχον και το δυνατόν ικδῖμοὅαι 40 Λἐγομεν), ἐν μιν τοι? καταφατικοΐς ομοίως cffi κατά την άιτιστροφην Ιν anaσιν α γάρ τό Α 25 b παντι η τινι τῷ Β ἐνδίγεται, καί τἀ Β τινι τῷ Α ἐνδἐχητο αν (ει* γάρ μηόίνί, ούδ* αν το Α ούδοΊ τω Β· δἐδεικται γἀρ τοίττο πρότιρον)’ tv Bi τοῖς άποφατικοις ούχ ωσαύτως, ᾶλλ* όσα μιν ivBixt-6 σθαι λε'γεται ἡ τω ιξ ανάγκης ύπάρχ€ιν* ή τῷ μὴ ἐἔ ανάγκης ύπάρχίΐν, ομοίως’ olov tt τις φαίη τον άνθρωπον €ΐ·Β(χ€σθαι μη ὡι·αι Ιππον η το XtVKOV μηδ^νι ιματίω ύπάρχίΐν’ τούτων γάρ τό μιν t( ανάγκης ούχ υπάρχω ι, το Bi ούκ ανάγκη νπάρχ€ΐν, καί ομοίως άντιστρίφτι η πρότασις* (ὶ γάρ iv-ιο δέχεται μηδέν! άνθρωπω Ιππον, καί άνθρωπον €γχωρ€Ϊ μηδ(νι ΐττπω* και ti το λ€υκόν €γχωρ€ι μηόζνι ίματίω, και τό ιμάτιον ίγχωρ€Ϊ ρηΒτνι XevKur tl γάρ τινι ανάγκη, και τό \tVK0v ιματίω τινι εσται ἐ£ ανάγκης’ τούτο γάρ BtBtucrau πρ&-Ttpov’ ομοίως Bi και ini της iv μ*ρ€ΐ άποφχιτικης· οσα δι. τω ως ini πολύ και τω πιφυκίναι λίνεται 15 όνόόχζσθαι, καθ' ον τρόπον 8ιορίζομίν τό €νΟ*χο-pevov, ούχ ομοίως i£ti Ιν ταίς στίρητικαχς άντι-στροφαΐς, ἀλλ* η μιν καθόλου στίρητικη πρότασις
1 νπάρχ€ΐν Λ Β (μη supra lincam pracfixo) Phil-. Wait*: μή νπάρχ€ΐν recc.
• This is obviously a loose application of the term, and one which Aristotle does not always admit; cf. 32a 18-21 and De Interp. 22 a 16. For a discussion of his treatxneot of problematic syllogism sec Introd. pp. 190-192.
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With regard to possible premisses, since the term ‘ possible * is used in several senses (for we call possible both that which is necessary ° and that which is not necessary and that which is capable of being), in all affirmative statements conversion will take place under the same conditions as before. For if A may apply to all or some of Β, Β might also apply to some A ; for if it could apply to none, neither could A apply to any B. This has been proved above.b But in negative statements the case is not the same. In all examples which are said to be possible in the sense that the statement is necessarily true, or is not necessarily true, the conditions are similar to those already stated ; e.g., if it were said to be possible that a man should not be a horse, or that ‘ white * should apply to no coat. For in the former example the predicate necessarily does not apply to the subject, and in the latter it does not necessarily apply ; and the premiss converts like other negatives. For if it is possible for ‘ horse * to apply to no man, it is also possible for ‘ man * to apply to no horse ; and if it is possible for ‘ white * to apply to no coat, it is also possible for ‘ coat * to apply to nothing white. For if it must apply to something that is white, ‘ white * will also necessarily apply to some coat; this has been proved above.® Similar conditions govern the conversion of particular negative premisses.
But in such premisses as are said to be possible in the sense that they are generally or naturally true (for we define the possible in this way), the conditions for the conversion of negatives will not be the same as before. The universal negative premiss does not
k 25 a 18 ff.	0 25 a 32.
(c) problematic
premisses.
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ονκ αντιστρέφει, ἡ δἐ ἐν με'ρει άντιστρεφ>ει. τούτο δἐ εσται φανερόν όταν περί τού ενδεχομένου λέγωμεν.
Νυν 8ἐ τοσοΰτου ἡ/ιῖν Ιστίο προς τοῖς· είρημένοις 20 δῆλον, οτι τό ενδέχεσθαι μηδενί ή τινι μη ύπάρχειν καταφατικόν έχει τό σχήμα· τό ydp οδεύεται τῷ εστιν ομοίως τάττεται, τό δἐ έστιν, οίς αν προσ· κατηγορήται, κατάφασιν αει note Γ * *αι πόντιός, οΓον τό ἐστιν οι)κ άγαίῶν ἡ έστιν ου λευκόν η απλώς τό ἐστιν οι) τοΰτο. δειχθήσεται δι καὶ τοντο 2Γ> διά τών ἐττ ομένων. κατά δἐ τἀ ς* αντίστροφος ομοίως έξουσι ταῖς άλλαις.
IV. Διωρισμένων δε τοάτων λέγομεν ηδη διἀ τίνων και πότε και ττώς yiyiπται nar σνλλο-γισμός· υστέρου	λεκτέον περί άττοδείζεως.
πρότερον δἐ περί συλλογισμού λεκτέον ἣ rrepi άποδείξεως δια τό καθόλου μάλλον είναι τον so συλλογισμόν ή μ* ν γάρ άπόδιιζις συλλογισμός τις, ἀ συλλογισμός δἐ οι) πας άπόόειζις.
Όταν οίν όροι τρεις οῦτους· έχωσι προς ἀλλὴλοις ώστε τον έσχατον εν όλω < α·αι τώ με σ ω και τον μέσον εν όλω τω πρώτω ή είναι η μή είναι, ss ανάγκη των άκρων είναι συλλογισμόν τελείαν, καλώ δε μέσον μεν ο καί αυτό εν άλλω καί άλλο εν τουτω εστίν, ο και τή Θέσει γίγνεται μέσον' άκρα δε τό αυτό τε εν άλλω ον και εν ω άλλο εστίν. ει γάρ τό Α κατά παιτός του Β και τό Β κατά παντός του Γ, άιτχγκη τό Α κατά παντός τού Γ κατηγορεισθαι' πρότερον γάρ εΐρηται πώς
• Chs. xiii. if.	* Ch. xlvL
• In the Posttrior Analytics.
4 21 b 28.
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convert, whereas the particular negative does. This will become clear when we discuss the possible.0
For the present we may regard this much as clear, in addition to what we have already said : that the statement ‘ it is possible for A to apply to no Β ’ or ‘ not to apply to some Β ’ is affirmative in form ; for the expression ‘ is possible * corresponds to ‘ is,’ and the word ‘ is,’ to whatever terms it is attached in predication, has always and without exception the effect of affirmation : e.g., ‘ is not good or ‘ is not white * or in general ‘ is not X.’ This also will be proved later.b In respect of conversion these premisses will be governed by the same conditions as other affirmatives.
IV.	Having drawn these distinctions we can now Figures and state by what means, and when, and how every SJ-iJ^wn. syllogism is effected. Afterwards we must deal with demonstration.c The reason why we must deal with the syllogism before we deal with demonstration is that the syllogism is more universal ; for demonstration is a kind of syllogism, but not every syllogism is a demonstration.
When three terms are so related to one another The First that the last is wholly contained in the middle and Flgure* the middle is wholly contained in or excluded from the first, the extremes must admit of perfect syllogism.
By ‘ middle term * I mean that which both is con- Middle tained in another and contains another in itself, and term' which is the middle by its position also ; and by ‘ extremes * (a) that which is contained in another, Extreme and (ὅ) that in which another is contained. For if A {'[[Both is predicated of all B, and Β of all C, A must neces- premisses sarily be predicated of all C. We have already Barbara?* explained d what we mean by saying that one term
209
AR1STOTLB
ίο τό κατά παντός λέγομ€ν. ομοίως 8έ καί d το 2β· μεν Α κατά μηδοός τον Β τό δἐ Β κατά παντός του Γ, ότι τό Α ουδοί τω Γ νπάρζ*.ι.
Ει δἐ τό μῖν πρώτον παιτί τω μέσω ύπάρχ€ι, το 8c μέσον μηδα·ι τω έσχάτω ύπαρχο, ούκ έσται συλλογισμός τών άκρων ούδίν γάρ άναγκαίον ι συμβαίνει τω ταθτα «Γι·αι· και γάρ παντι καί μηδοί έν8έχ€7αι τό πρώτον τω έσχάτψ ύπαρχον, ὧστε οὑτε τό κατά μέρος ovrc τό καθόλου γίγν€ται άναγκαίον μηδοός 8c οντος αναγκαίου διά τούτων ούκ έσται συλλογισμός. όροι του παντί υπήρχαν ζώον άνθρωπος—ίππος, τον μηδέν! ζώον—άιΌρωπος—λίθος. ίο Οὐδ* όταν μήτ€ τό πρώτον τω μέσω μἡτε τό μέσον τω έσχάτω μηδαί ύπάρχη, ούδ* όντως έσται συλλογισμός. όροι του ύπαρχον έπιστημη— γραμμή—ιατρική, τον μη ύπαρχον έπιστημη— γραμμή—μονά ς.
Καρόλου μιν ούν όιτων τών όρων δηλον έν tout ω τω σχήματι πότ€ έσται και πότ€ ούκ έσται 15 συλλογισμός, καί ότι οντος τε συλλογισμού τούς όρους άναγκαίον έχον ως «Γπομ(ν, άν Θ* ούτως έχωσιν, ότι έσται συλλογισμός.
Ει δ* ο μέν καθόλου τών όρων 6 8* έν μέρα προς τον cTcpov, όταν μιν τό καθόλου τc&fj προς τό μεῖζον άκρον ή κατηγορικόν ή στ(ρητικόν, τό 8c έν μέρα προς τό έλαττον κατηγορικόν, to ανάγκη συλλογισμόν clvai τἐλειον, όταν δέ πρός τό έλαττον ή καί άλλως πως έχωσιν οι όροι, 210
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is predicated of all of another. Similarly too if A Ceiarent. is predicated of none of B, and Β of all of C, it follows that A will apply to no C.
If, however, the first term applies to all the middle, ae-and the middle to none of the last, the extremes cannot admit of syllogism ; for no conclusion follows necessarily from the fact that they are such, since it is possible for the first term to apply either to all or to none of the last, and so neither a particular nor a universal conclusion necessarily follows ; and if no necessary conclusion follows from the premisses there can be no syllogism. The positive relation of the extremes may be illustrated by the terms animal— man—horse ; the negative relation by animal—man —stone.
Again, when the first applies to none of the middle, ee-and the middle to none of the last, here too there can be no syllogism. The positive relation of the extremes may be illustrated by the terms science—line—medicine ; the negative relation by science—line—unit.
Thus if the terms are in a universal relation it is clear, so far as this figure is concerned, when there will be a syllogism and when there will not. It is clear also that if there is a syllogism the terms must be related as we have said ; and that if they are so related, there will be a syllogism.
If, however, one of the (extreme) terms is in a (2) One universal and the other in a particular relation to uniyersal the remaining term, when the universal statement, particular whether affirmative or negative, refers to the major Premiss* term, and the particular statement is affirmative and refers to the minor term, there must be a perfect syllogism ; but when the universal statement refers to the minor term, or the terms are related in any
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αδύνατον. λέγω δἐ μάζον μιν άκρον ίν ψ τἀ μισόν ίστίν, ίλαττον δι τό υπό το μισόν όν. ύπαρχίτω γάρ το μιν Α παι-τι τῷ Β, τἀ δἐ Β τινι τω Γ. ονκοΰν ει’ ἐστι παντός κατηγοριΐσθαι το ίδ ἐν αρχῆ λιχθίν, ανάγκη το Α τιι·ι τω Γ νπαρχιιν. και ιί το μιν Α (ιηδινι τω H νπάρχιι το Si Β το-ί τῷ Γ, ανάγκη το Α Tti*i τω Γ μη υπήρχαν ωρισται γάρ καί το κατά μηδινος πως λίγομιν ωστι ίσται συλλογισμός τίλαος. ομοίως δε και εἰ αδιόριστου ιίη το Β Γ κατηγορικον ον ο γάρ αντος «στα* σνλ* 80 λογισμός αδιόριστου τε και ι ν μίριι ληφθίντος.
Έαν δι προς το ίλαττον άκρον το καθόλου τi&fj η κατηγορικον η στιρητικόν, ονκ εαται συλλογισμό?, οντι καταφατικού οΰτι αποφατικού του* άδιορίστου η κατά μίρος οντος, olov α το μιν Α τινι τω Β υπήρχα η μη υπήρχα, το Si Β παντι 8 λ τῷ Γ υπάρχω ι* οροί του υπήρχαν αγαθόν—cfif— φρόνησις, του μη υπήρχαν αγαθόν—ϊξις—άμαθία.
Πάλιν α το μιν Β μηδινί τω Γ, το Si Α τινι τω 13 υπήρχα η μη υπήρχα η μη παντι υπήρχα, οόδ* όντως ίσται συλλογισμός. όροι λιυκόν— ίππος—κύκνος, λιυκόν— ίππος—κόραξ. οι αὑτοι δἐ και ιί το Α Β αδιόριστοι·.
26 b Οόδ’ όταν το μιν προς τω μιίζονι άκροj καθόλου γίνηται η κατηγορικον η στιρητικόν, το Si προς τω ιλάττονι στιρητικον κατά μίρος, ουκ ίσται σνλ-
1 τον f. Waitz : ovrt.
β Aristotle’s wording is a 1 it tit- unfortunate. He dors not, of course, moan that the relation of the major to the micMlf or of the middle to the minor term i« always that of g*nos to
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other way, this is impossible. (By the major term .Major and I mean that in which the middle is contained, and by the minor that which falls under the middle term.0)
For let A apply to all B, and Β to some C. Then if Darii.
‘ to be predicated of all ’ means what we stated at the beginning,6 A must apply to some C. And if Ferio.
A applies to no B, but Β applies to some C, A must necessarily not apply to some C (we have also defined what we mean by ‘ to be predicated of none ’c). Thus λ\Ὁ shall have a perfect syllogism. Similarly too supposing the proposition BC to be indefinite, provided that it is affirmative ; for we shall have the same syllogism whether BC is indefinite or particular.
If, however, the universal statement, whether ia-affirmative or negative, refers to the minor term, 0A“ there will be no syllogism, λυΙιοϊΙιογ the indefinite (or particular) statement is affirmative or negative ; e.g., if A applies or does not apply to some B, and Β applies to all C. The positive relation of the extremes may be illustrated by the terms good—state—intelligence; the negative relation by good—state—ignorance.
Again, if Β applies to no C, and A applies to some, ie-or does not apply to some or all of Β ; in this case 0E~ too there will be no syllogism. We may take as terms white—horse—swan, white—horse—crow. The same terms will also serve if the proposition AB is indefinite.
Furthermore, when the statement relating to the major term is universal, whether affirmative or negative, and that relating to the minor is negative and particular, there will be no syllogism, whether the
species, but merely that the predicate is naturally a more comprehensive notion than the subject.
6 2-1 b 28.	c 24 b 30.
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λογισμός άΒιορίστου τε και tv μόριι ληφθύντος, οΐον €ι τό μῖν Α παντι τω Β ύπάρχιι, τό St Β 6 τινι τω Γ μη, η tt μη παντι ύπάρχιι* ω γαρ αν τινι μη ύπάρχη τό μισόν, τοντω και παντι και ούΒιν'ι ακολούθησα τό πρώτον.	ύποκι ίσθωσαν
γαρ οι όροι ζωον—άνθρωπος—λιυκάν· (Ιτα και ών μη κατηγοριιται λιυκών 6 άιθρωπος ιίληφθιω κύκνος και χιών* ούκονι· τό ζωον τον μιν παντός ίο κατηγοριιται του St οι·Βαός, ώστε ούκ ισται συλλογισμός. πάλιν τό μιν Α μηδέν! τῷ Β ύπαρχίτω, τό St Β τινι τω Γ μη ύπαρχότω, και οι όροι ιστωσάν άψυχοι—άνθρωπος—λευκόν ιίτα ιίλήφθωσαν, ών μη κατηγοριιται λιυκών ό άνθρωπος, κύκνος και χιών τό γαρ άψυχον τού μίν παντός κατηγοριιται τού Si οι53οός.
15 Έτι ἐπει άΒιόριστον τό τινι τω Γ τό Β μὴ ύπαρχία·, άληθιύιται Si και ιί μηStvl ύπάρχιι και 11 μη παντι ότι τινι ούχ ύπάρχιι, ληφθιντων Si τοιοντων όρων ώστι μηΒινι ύπαρχιιν ου γιγνιται συλλογισμός (τούτο γαρ ιιρηται πρστιρον), φαιδρόν ούν ότι τω ούτως όχιιν τους όρους ούκ ΐσται so συλλογισμός' ην γαρ αν και ιπι τούτων, ομοίως Bi Βαχθησιται και ιί τό καθόλου τιθιίη στίμη· τικόν.
Οι)Be γ' ιόν άμφω τἀ διαστηματα κατά μιρος η κατηγορικώς η στιρητικώς, η τό μῖν κατηγορικώς τό Bi στιρητικώς λιγηται, η τό μόν άΒιόριστον τό Bi Βιωρισμίνον, η άμφω άΒιόριστα, ούκ ιστοί *5 συλλογισμός ούΒαμώς. όροι Bi κοινοί πάντων ζωον—λιυκόν—ίππος, ζωον—λινκόν—λίθος.
Φανερόν ούν ικ τών ιιρημίνων ως ιόν ὑ συλ-
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minor premiss is indefinite or particular ; e.g., if A ao-applies to all B, and Β does not apply to some or all of C ; for where the middle term does not apply to some of the minor, the major term may be associated with all or with none of the minor. Let us assume the terms animal—man—white ; next as examples of white things of which ‘ man ’ is not predicated let us take ‘ swan ’ and * snow.’ Then ‘ animal ’ is predicated of all the former, but of none of the latter.
Thus there will be no syllogism. Again, let A apply eo-to no B, and let C not apply to some Β ; let the terms be inanimate—man—white ; next take as examples of white things of which ‘ man ’ is not predicated ‘ swan * and ‘ snow.’ ‘ Inanimate ’ is predicated of all the latter, but of none of the former.
Further, since the statement ‘ Β does not apply to some C * is indefinite, and the statement is true whether Β applies to no C or does not apply to all C ; and since when such terms are chosen that Β applies to no C, we get no syllogism (this has been stated above °) : it is obvious that with the terms in this relation there will be no syllogism ; otherwise there would have been one with the terms which we selected.
There will be a similar proof if the universal statement is taken as negative.
Also, if both the attributive relations are particular, (3) other and both affirmative or both negative, or one affinna- tionsof** tive and the other negative ; or if one is indefinite and premisses: the other definite ; or if both are indefinite : in no oo-case will there be a syllogism. Terms applicable to all these cases are animal—white—horse or animal— white—stone.
It is evident, then, from what we have said, that
a 26 a 2.
215
ARISTOTLE
λογισμός ἐν τοντω τω σχήματι κατά μίμος, on ανάγκη τους όρους ούτως έχειν ως €ιπομπτ άλλως γάρ έχόχπων ονΒαμώς γιγνεται. Βήλον Bi και ότι πάχτες οι ἐν αύτώ συλλογισμοί τέλειοί so €ΐσι· πάχπες γάρ έπιτελονχται Βία των εξ αρχής ληφθέντων* και ότι πάντα τα προβλήματα Βεικινται δια τούτου του σχήματος* και γάψ το παντι καί τό μηΒενι και το τινι και το μη τινι ύπάρχείν. καλώ Bi το τοιοΰτον σχήμα πρώτον.
V. Όταν Bi το αυτό τω μιν παντι τῷ δἐ Aj μηΒενι ύπάρχη, ή έκατέρω παντι ή μηΒενι, το μὲν σχήμα το τοιοΰτον καλώ Βεύτερον, μισόν Bi έν αντώ Λἐγα» τό κατηγορούμεχον άμφοΐν, άκρα Bi καθ' ών λέγεται τούτο, μεΐζον Bi άκρον τό πρός τω μέσω κειμένου, έλαττον Bi τό πορρωτέρω του μέσου, τίθεται Bi τό μέσον έξω μέν τών άκρων, πρώτον Bi τη θέση.
27	» Ύέλειος μιν ουν ούκ έσται συλλογισμός ούΒαμέυς έν τ ο ύτ ω τω σχήματι, Βυχ·ατος δ’ έσται καλ καθ-όλου και μη καθόλου τών όρων όντων. καθόλου μεν ουν όχτων έσται συλλογισμός όταν τό μέσον τω μῖν παντι τω Bi μηΒεχΊ ύπάρχη, αν προς 6 όποτερωουν ή τό στερητικόν* άλλως ο ούΒαμώς κατηγορείσθω γάρ τό Μ του μιν Ν μηΒεχ·ος του Bi Ξ παχπ-ός. έπεί ουν αντιστρέφει τό (περητικόν, ούΒενι τω Μ υπάρξει τό Ν* το Βέ γε Μ παντι τω Ξ νπέκειτο· ώστε τό Ν ούΒειΊ τῷ Ξ* τούτο γάρ ΒέΒεικται πρότερον. πάλιν ει τό Μ τω μεν Ν ίο παντι τω Bi Ξ μηΒενι, ονΒε τω1 Ξ τἀ Ν ονΒενι υπάρξει, ει γάρ τό Μ ούΒενι τω Ξ, Ot/δἐ τό Ξ
1 τω Ξ τό Ν Λ*, l'hiloponus (?), Wait*: τό Ν τψ Ξ miu. Trendelenburg: τό Ξ τώ Ν BCdf.
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if a syllogism in this figure has a particular conclusion, its terms must be related as we have described ; for if they are related otherwise there can in no case be a syllogism. It is clear also that all syllogisms in this figure are perfect (since they are all completed by means of the original assumptions) ; and that all kinds of propositions can be proved by this figure ; for it proves both universal and particular conclusions, whether affirmative or negative. I call this kind of figure the First.
V.	When the same term applies to all of one subject and to none of the other, or to all or none of both, I call this kind of figure the Second ; and in it by the middle term I mean that which is predicated of both subjects ; by the extreme terms, the subjects of which the middle is predicated ; by the major term, that which comes next to the middle ; and by the minor that which is more distant from it. The middle is placed outside the extreme terms, and is first by position.
Now there can in no case be a perfect syllogism in this figure ; but there can be a valida syllogism, whether the terms are universal or not. If they are universal, there will be a syllogism when the middle applies to all of one subject and to none of the other, whichever of the two subjects is negatived ; but in no other case. L-g·, let M be predicated of no N, but of all O. Then since the negative premiss is convertible, Ν will apply to no M. But ex hypothesi M applies to all O. Therefore Ν applies to no O (this has been proved above b). Again, if M applies to all Ν but to no Ο, Ν will apply to no O. For if M applies *
* i.e. imperfect; 24 b 22 if. b In Celarent, 25 b 40.
H
Second
Figure.
Position of the terms.
(1) Both
premisses
universal.
Cesare.
Camestres.
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οόδενι τω Μ* τό δε γε Μ παντι τω Ν υττηρχον· τἀ άρα Ξ ουδονι τῷ Ν υπάρξοτ γογόνηται γαρ πάλιν το πρώτον σχήμα. οποί δο αντίστροφοι το <7Τ€-ρητικόν, ονδο το Ν ουδονι τψ ~ ύπάρζοι, ωστ* οσται 6 αντος συλλογισμός. οστι δἐ δοικνυναι 16 ταθτα καί οίς τό «διή-ατον άγοντας.
“Οτι μεν ουν γιγι·οται συλλογισμός οντιος οχόν· των των ορών, φανορόν, άΛΛ* ου τέλειος* ον yap μόνον οκ των (ξ άρχης άλλα και ο ξ άλλων όπι· τελείται τό αναγκαίου.
Έάν δε τό Μ παντός του Ν και του Ξ κατ-ηγορήται, ουκ οσται συλλογισμός. οροί του υπ-2ο άρχοιν οόσία—ζωον—άνθρωπος, του μη υπάρχουν ουσία—ζωον—αριθμός· μόσον ουσία. ουδ' όταν μήτο τον Ν μήτο τον Ξ μηδονός κατηγορήταί τό Μ. όροι του νπάρχοιν γραμμή—ζῷον—άνθρωπος, του μη νπάρχοιν γραμμή—ζωον--λίθος.
Φανορόν ουν ότι αν ή συλλογισμός καθόλου των όρων υντων, ανάγκη τους όρους ίχοιν ως ον αρχή 25 οίπομον άλλως γαρ όχόιτων ου γίγνοται τό αναγκαίου.
Έάν δἐ προς τον οτορον ή καθόλου τό μόσον, όταν μιν προς τον μοίζω γό\-ητοι καθόλου ή κατ-ηγορικώς ή στορητικώς, προς δἐ τόν όλάττω κατά μο'ρος και άντικοιμόνως τω καθόλου (λόγω δο τἀ •
• Sc. which proves the conclusion. Both Oftare and Camestres are proved by CclarcnL
6 By assuming in each case the contradictory of the conclusion, viz., that Ν applies to some O, and combining this with the major premiss. 'Hie resulting syllogisms (in Ferio 218
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to no Ο, O will apply to no M. But ex hypothesi M applies to all N. Therefore O will apply to no Ν ; for again we have the first figure. And since the negative statement is convertible, Ν will also apply to no O. Thus it will be the same syllogism as before.0 It is also possible to prove these results by reduction ad impossibile.b
Thus it is evident that with the terms in this relation we get a syllogism, but not a perfect one ; because the necessary conclusion is completed not only by means of the original premisses but by others as well.
If, however, M is predicated of all Ν and all O, there can be no syllogism. The positive relation of the extremes is illustrated by the terms substance— animal—man ; the negative relation by substance— animal—number (substance is the middle term). Nor can there be a syllogism if M is predicated of no Ν and of no O. The positive relation of the extremes is illustrated by the terms line—animal—man ; the negative relation by line—animal—stone.
Thus it is evident that if there is a syllogism where the terms are universally related, the terms must be related as we stated at the beginning c ; for if they are otherwise related no conclusion follows by logical necessity.
If on the other hand the middle term is universally related to one of the others, when it is in a universal relation, either positive or negative, to the major term, and in a particular relation in the opposite sense to that of the universal relation (by ‘ in the opposite
and Darii) give conclusions which are incompatible with the respective minor premisses.
• 27 a 3.
ΛΑ-
Ε E-
(2) One universal and one particular premiss.
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ut άντικειμενινς, ει μεν τό καθόλου στερητικόν, τό ἐν μἐρει καταφατικόν ει δε κατηγορικόν το καθόλου, τό ἐν μερει στερητικόν), ανάγκη γιγνεσθαι συλλογισμόν στερητικόν κατο, μέρος, ει γαρ τό Μ τῷ μῖν Ν μηόενι τώ δε Ξ τινι υπάρχει, ανάγκη τό Ν τινι τῷ Ξ μη νπάρχειν. επει γαρ άιτιστρεφει τό στερητικόν, ουόενί τώ Μ υπάρξει τό Ν* τἀ 3/ γε Μ ύπεκειτό τινι τῷ — νπάρχειν' ώστε τό Ν τινι τῷ Ξ οι)χ υπάρξει· γὑμεται γἀρ συλλογισμός δια του πρώτου σχίσματος. πάλιν ει τό μεν Ν τταντι τῷ Μ τιυ δἐ Ξ τπτ /ιἡ υπάρχει, άιάγκη τό Ν τινι τῷ Ξ μἡ ύπάρχειν ει γαρ παντι υπάρχει κατηγορείται δἐ 27 h κ·αι τό Μ παιπός του Ν, άιτίγκη τό Μ παντι τῶ Ξ νπάρχειν' ύπεκειτο δἐ τινι μη νπάρχειν. και ει τό Μ τιυ μεν Ν τταντι υπάρχει τώ δε Ξ μη παντι, εσται συλλογισμός ότι ου παντι τώ Ξ τἀ Ν* άπο-δειξις δ* η αύτη. εάν δε τού μεν Ξ παντός του 6 δἐ Ν μη παντός κατηγορηται, ονκ εσται συλλογι-σμός. όροι ζώον—οί*σία- κόραξ, ζώον—λευκόν— κόραξ. ονδ' όταν του μεν Ξ μηδει·ος του δε Ν τινός, όροι τον νπάρχειν ζώου—ουσία— μοιτχς, τού μη νπάρχειν ζιυον—θυσία—επισττ\μη.
"Οταν μεν ονν άντικείμειον ὑ τό καθόλου τώ κατά ίο μέρος, ειρηται ττότ* εσται και ποτ* ούκ εσται συλλογισμός· όταν δε όμοιοσχημονες ώσιν αι προ-τάσεις, οιον άμφότεραι στερητικοί η καταφατικοί, ονδαμώς εσται συλλογισμός, έστιασαν γαρ πρώτον στερητικοί, και τό καθόλου κεισθω προς τό μείζον
• Viz. in Ferio, 26 a 25.
h In point of fact it is the same syllogism. There Is no
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sense * I mean that if the universal relation is negative the particular relation is positive, and vice versa) to the minor term, the result must be a syllogism which is negative and particular. E.g·, if M applies to no Festino. Ν but to some O, it must follow that Ν does not apply to some O. For since the negative statement is convertible, Ν will apply to no M. But ex hypothesi M applies to some O, and so Ν will not apply to some O ; for we get a syllogism by means of the first figure.3 Again, if M applies to all N, but does not apply to Baroco. some O, it must follow that Ν does not apply to some O. For if it applies to all, and M is predicated of all Ν, M must apply to all O. But ex hypothesi it does not apply to some. And if M applies to all Ν but not to all O, there will be a syllogism to the effect that Ν does not apply to all O. The proof is the same as before.6 If, however, M is predicated of all O oa-but not of allc N, there will be no syllogism. Terms to illustrate this case are animal—substance—crow, animal—white—crow. Nor will there be a syllogism when M is predicated of no O but of some N. The positive relation of the extremes may be illustrated ie-by the terms animal—substance—unit ; the negative relation by animal—substance—science.
Thus we have stated under what conditions there will or will not be a syllogism when the universal is opposite in sense to the particular statement. When the premisses are similar in form, i.e. both negative or both affirmative, there will in no case be a syllogism.
Let us first take them both as negative, and let the eo-universal relation belong to the major term ; viz., let
real distinction between ‘ M does not apply to some O ’ and ‘ M does not apply to all O.’
e i.e. not of some Ν ; cf. previous note.
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άκρον, οΐον τό Μ τω μιν Ν μηΒενι τῷ δε Ξ τινι 15 μη ύπαρχότω’ εΥδἐχεται δη και παιτι καί μηΒενι τω Ξ τό Ν ύπάρχειν. όροι του μ*ν μη ύπάρχειν μόλαν—χιών—ζώον· του Bi παιτι ύπάρχειν ούκ εστι λαβεῖν, cl το Μ τώ Ξ τινι μιν ύπάρχει τινι Bi μη. ει γάρ παντι τώ Ξ τό Ν τό Bi Μ μηΒενι τώ Ν, τό Μ ovBevl τώ Ξ ύπάρζει- άλλ* ύπίκειτο τα* 20 ύπάρχειν. οντω μιν ονν ονκ εγχωρεΐ λαβεῖν όρους, €Κ Bi του άΒιορίστου δεικτέον* ίττει γαρ αληθεύεται το τινι μη ύπάρχειν το Μ τώ Ξ και ει μηδενΐ υπάρχει, μηδέν! Bi ύπάρχοιτος ου κ ἣν συλλογισμό?, φανερόν ότι ουδἐ ιών ΐσται.
Πάλιν εστωσαν κατηγορικαί, και το καθόλου ί5 κείσθω ομοίως, olov το Μ τώ μεν Ν παντὶ τῷ Bi Ξ τινι ύπαρχετω. ει·Βεχεται δη τό Ν τώ Ξ καί παντι και μηδέν ι ύπάρχειν. όροι του μτ^ενι ύπ· άρχειν λευκόν—κύκνος—λίθος· του Bi παντι ονκ εσται λαβεῖν δια την αυτήν αιτίαν ηνπερ πρότερον, ἀλλ’ εκ του άΒιορίστου δεικτέον.
Ει δἐ τό καθόλου προς τό ελαττον άκρον εστι 80 και τό Μ τω μεν Ξ μηδέν! τω Bi Ν τα'ί μη υπάρχει, όνδεχεται τό Ν τω Ξ και παντι και μη-Βενί ύπάρχειν. όροι του ύπάρχειν λευκόν—ζώον —κόραξ, τον μη ύπάρχειν λευκόν—λίθος—κόραζ. €1 Bi κατηγορικαί αι προτάσεις, οροί του μὴ ύπάρχειν λευκόν—ζώον—χιών, τον ύπάρχειν λευκόν —ζώον—κύκνος.
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M apply to no N, and not apply to some O. Then it is possible both for Ν to apply to all O and for it to apply to no O. The negative relation of the extremes may be illustrated by the terms black—snow— animal; but we cannot find terms to illustrate the positive universal relation, since M applies to some O although it also does not apply to some. For if Ν applies to all O, and M to no Ν, M Mill apply to no O ; but ex hypothec it applies to some. Thus it is not possible to find terms under these conditions, and our proof must be drawn from the indefinite nature of the particular premiss. For since it is true to say that M does not apply to some O if it in fact applies to none, and we saw that when it applies to none there is no syllogism, evidently there will be no syllogism in the present case either.
Again, let us take the premisses as affirmative, and Al~ let the universal relation be the same as before ; i.e. let M apply to all Ν and to some O. Then it is possible both for Ν to apply to all O and for it to apply to no O. Examples of terms where it applies to none are white—swan—stone ; but it will be impossible to find examples where it applies to all O, for the same reason as before ; and our proof must be drawn from the indefinite nature of the particular premiss.
If the universal relation belongs to the minor term, oe-i.e. if M applies to no O and does not apply to some N, it is possible both for Ν to apply to all O and for it to apply to no O. Examples of terms where it does apply are white—animal—crow ; where it does not ia-apply, white—stone—crow. If the premisses are affirmative, examples of terms where the relation of the extremes is negative are white—animal—snow ; where it is positive, white—animal—swan.
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27 b	%	m	t	,	ψ	,
85 Φανερόν ουν, όταν ομοιοσχημονες ωσιν αι πρότασις και η μεν καθόλου η 8* tv μ*ρ*ι, ότι ούδαμώς γίγνεται συλλογισμός' ἀλλ* οόδ’ ιι τινι ικατ(ρψ υπάρχει ἡ μη ύπάρχει, η τω μιν τῷ δι μη, η μηδετερω1 παντί, η άδιορίστως. οροί δι κοινοί ττάιτων λινκόν—ζωον—άνθρωπος, λευκοί*—ζώον άψυχον.
28» Φανερό»* ουν εκ των ειρημίνων άτι ἐὸν τε όντως εχωσιν οι όροι προς άλλήλονς ως ιλίχθη, γιγιιται συλλογισμός ιζ ανάγκης, αν τ* rj συλλογισμός, ανάγκη τους όρους όντως εχειν. δῆλον δ< και οτΐ 6 πάντ€ς άτελ^Γς είσιν οι tv τούτω τω σχηματι συλλογισμοί (πάντις γαρ επιτιλοθνται προσλαμβανόμενων τινών, α η ενυπήρχα τοις όροις ι£ αναγκης η τίθενται ως υποθέσεις, οιον όταν δια τον αδυνάτου διικνύωμιν), και ότι ου γίγνιται καταφατικός συλλογισμός δια τούτου του σχήματος, άλλα παντις στερητικοί, και οι καθόλου και οι κατά μ/ρος. ίο VI. ’Καν δε τω αιττῷ τό μιν παντι το δι μηδιιι ύπάρχη, η άμφω παιπι η μηδινί, το μιν ετχημα τό τοιουτον καλώ τρίτον, μισόν δ’ tv αὐτῷ Λέγω καθ' ου άμφω τα. κατηγορούμενα, άκρα δι τα κατηγορούμενα, μιΐζον δ' άκρον τό πορρωτιρον τοΰ μέσου, ελαττον 8ε τό εγγύτερον· τίθεται δἐ τό 15 μέσον εξω μεν των άκρων έσχατον δι τη Θεσει.
Τέλειο? μεν ούν ου γίνεται συλλογισμός οὑδ* ιν τούτω τω σχηματι, διη·ατός 5* εσται καί καθόλου
1 μηδ' (τερω U, Wait ζ.
° 27 α 3-5, 26-32.
6 Aristotle has in mind the formula which hr uses in 1. IB, 224
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Thus it is evident that when the premisses are similar in form and when one is universal and the other particular, in no case do we get a syllogism ; (3) other nor again if the middle term applies or does not apply Sons o?* to some of each subject, or applies to some of one premisses, but not to some of the other, or does not apply to all oo-of either, or is related to them indefinitely. Examples of terms which are applicable to all these cases are white—animal—man. white—animal—inanimate.
Thus it is evident from the foregoing analysis that if the terms are related to one another in the manner described,0 a syllogism necessarily follows ; and that if there is a syllogism, the terms must be thus related.
It is obvious also that all syllogisms in this figure are imperfect (since they are all completed by assuming certain additional premisses which are either necessarily implicit in the terms or assumed as hypotheses, e.g., when we prove our result by reduction ad irn-possibile) and that we do not get an affirmative syllogism by this figure ; all the syllogisms are negative, whether universal or particular.
VI.	If one of the terms applies to all and the other Third to none of the same subject, or if both terms apply to potion of all or none of it, I call this kind of figure the Third; th0 terms, and in it by the middle I mean that of which both the predications are made ; by extremes the predicates ; by the major term that which is the middle; and by the minor that which is nearer to it. The middle is placed outside the extremes, and is last by position.b
Now we do not get a perfect syllogism in this figure CO B(?th either ; but there will be a valid c syllogism whether SSSversS
where Ρ stands for the major, R for the minor and S for the middle term.	e i.e. imperfect.
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καί μη καθόλου των όρων όιτων προς το μΙσον. καθόλου μιν ουν οιτων, όταν και το Π και τ6 Ρ παντι τω Σ υπάρχτ}, ότι τινι τῷ Ρ το Π υπάρζςι όζ ανάγκης· όπά yap άΐ’τιστρόφίΐ το κατηγορικόν, ύπάρζ(ΐ τό Σ τινι τω 1* *, ῶστ* ἐνει τω μίν Σ παντι τό Π τῷ 5e Ρ ται τό Σ, ανάγκη τό II τινι τῷ Ρ υπάρχω IV’ γίγν(ται γαρ συλλογισμός δι α. του πρώτου σώματος, ἐστι δἐ και οια του αδυνάτου και τω όκθόσθαι ποιεῖν την άπόδαζιν· d γόρ άμφω παντι τω Σ νπάρχ(ΐ, αν ληφθη τι τῶν Σ ο ιον τό Ν, τοντω και τό II και τό Ι* νπάρξίΐ, ωστ€ τινι τω Ρ τό Π υπάρξίι.
Και αν τό μεν Ρ παιτι τω Σ τό δἐ Π μηδενί ύπάρχη, όσται συλλογισμός ότι τό II τινι τω Ι1 ούχ νπάρξα (ξ ανάγκης’ ό γαρ αντος τρόπος της άπο8(ίξ(ως άιτιστράφι ίσης της ΡΣ προτὁσειος. 8(ΐχθ(ίη δ* αν και 8ιά του άδνιάτου, καθάπίρ enl των προτέρω ν.
Έαν τό μιν Ρ μηδα'ι τό δἐ Π παντι υπάρχω τω Σ, ονκ όσται συλλογισμός, όροι του υπάρχιιν ζωον—ίππος—άνθρωπος, τού μη νπάρχ€ΐν ζωον —άφυχον—άνθρωπος, ούό' όταν άμφω κατο, μη-0€νός του Σ λόγηται, ονκ ίσται συλλογισμός. όροι του νπάρχαν ζωον—ϊττπος—άψυχον, του μη υπάρχων άνθρωπος—ίππος—άψυχον* μ(σον άφυχον.
Φανερόν ούν και ἐν τοντω τω σχηματι ποτ εσται και πόπ ούκ όσται συλλογισμός καθόλου των όρων όντων. όταν μιν γαρ άμφότίροι οι όροι ώσι κατηγορικοί, Ισται συλλογισμός ότι τινι νπάρχα
•	In Darii, 26 a 23.
*	This does not, of course, mean that the conclusion b apodeictic, but that it follows necessarily from the premisses. 226
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the terms are in a universal relation to the middle or not. If they are in a universal relation, when both Ρ and R apply to all S, it will necessarily follow that Ρ applies to some R ; for since the affirmative statement is convertible, S will apply to some R, and so since Ρ applies to all S and S to some R, Ρ must apply to some R; for we get a syllogism by means of the first figure.® It is also possible to prove this by reduction ad im-possibile, and by exposition; for where both terms apply to all S, if we take one of the Ss, e.g. N, both Ρ and R will apply to it, and so Ρ will apply to some R.
Also if R applies to all S, and Ρ to none, there will be a syllogism to the effect that Ρ necessarily b does not apply to some R. The method of proof is the same as before, the premiss RS being converted.0 The result could also be proved by reduction ad impossibile, as in the former examples.
If, however, R applies to no S and Ρ to all S3 there will be no syllogism. Examples of terms where the relation of the extremes is positive are animal—horse —man ; where it is negative, animal—inanimate— man. Nor will there be a syllogism when both terms are predicated of no S. Examples of terms where the relation of the extremes is positive are animal— horse—inanimate ; where it is negative, man—horse —inanimate. Here * inanimate * is the middle term.
It is evident, then, in this figure also when there will or will not be a syllogism if the terms are universally related. When both the terms are affirmative/* there will be a syllogism to the effect that one extreme
6 This gives a syllogism in Ferio, 26 a 25.
d A loose and, strictly speaking, meaningless expression. Aristotle should have said ‘ when both premisses are affirmative.’
Darapti.
Felapton.
AE-
EE-
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28	b τό άκρον τιρ άκριρ, όταν δἐ στερητικοί, ουκ εσται’ όταν δ* 6 μεν ή στερητικός υ δε καταφατικός, εάν μεν 6 μείζων γειηται στερητικός άτερος δἐ καταφατικός, εσται συλλογισμός ότι τινι ούχ υπάρχει τό άκρον τιρ άκριρ, εάν δ* ιίιάπαλιν, ονκ εσται. ι Έαν δ’ ἀ μεν ὑ καθόλου προς τό μέσον 6 δ* εν μερει, κατηγορικών μεν όιτων άμφοιν αι·αγκη γιγι·εσθαι συλλογισμόν, αν όποτεροσοΰν ὴ καθολου των όρων, ει γαρ τό μεν Ρ παιτί τω Σ το δε Π τινι, ανάγκη τό II τινι τω Ρ νπάρχειν’ επει γαρ ίο αντιστρέφει τό καταφατικόν, υπάρξει τό Σ τινι τω II, ώστ* επει τό μεν Ρ παιτί τω τό δὲ i-τινι τω II, και τό Ρ τινι τω II υπάρξει' ώστε τό II τινι τω Ρ. πάλιν ει τό μεν Ι* τινι τω Σ τἀ δε II παιτί υπάρχει, ανάγκη τό II τινι τω Ρ νπάρχειν ό γαρ αυτός τρόπος της άποδείξεως. ἐστι δ’ άττοδεῖ^αι και διά τον αδυνάτου καί ττ} Ιδ εκθεσει, καθάπερ επί των προτερων.
Έαν δ* ό μεν ὑ κατηγορικός ό δἐ στερητικός, καθόλου δε ό κατηγορικός, όταν μεν <5 ελάττων ἣ κατηγορικός, εσται συλλογισμός’ ει γαρ τό Ρ παντϊ τω Σ τό δε II τινι μη υπάρχει, ανάγκη τό Π τινι τω Ρ μη νπάρχειν (ει γάρ παιτί, καί τό Ρ 20 παντί τω Σ, καί τό II παιτί τω Σ υπάρξει* ἀλλ* ούχ ύπηρχεν’ δείκνυται δε καί άνεν της απαγωγής, εάν ληφθή τι των Σ. ω τό II μή υπάρχει)’ όταν δ* ό μείζων ή κατηγορικός, ούκ εσται συλλογισμός, οιον ει τό μεν II παντί τω Σ τό δε Ρ τινι τῷ Σ μή υπάρχει, όροι του παιτί νπάρχειν εμφυχον—
• By Darii in the fin>t fig-ure.
k Sc. by converting the premiss RS, which again gives λ syllogism in Darii.
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applies to some of the other ; but when they are negative there will be no syllogism. When one term is negative and the other affirmative, if the major is negative and the other affirmative, there will be a .«syllogism to the effect that one extreme does not aPPly to some of the other ; but with the opposite arrangement there will be no syllogism.
If, however, one of the terms is in a universal and the other in a particular relation to the middle, where both are affirmative a syllogism must follow, whichever of the two terms is universal. For if R applies to all S and Ρ to some S, Ρ must apply to some R ; for since the affirmative premiss is convertible, S will apply to some P, and so since R applies to all S and S to some P, R will also apply to some P,a and so Ρ will apply to some R. Again, if R applies to some S and Ρ to all S, Ρ must apply to some R. The method of proof is the same as before.5 It is also possible to prove this result by reduction ad impossibile and by-exposition, just as in the previous examples.
If one term is affirmative and the other negative, and the former is universal, when the minor term is affirmative there will be a syllogism. For if R applies to all S, and Ρ does not apply to some S, it necessarily follows that Ρ does not apply to some R. For if it applies to all R, and R to all S, Ρ will also apply to all S c; but ex hypothesi it does not. This can also be proved without reduction ad impossibile if we take some S to which Ρ does not apply. But when the major is affirmative, there will be no syllogism ; e.g., if Ρ applies to all S and R does not apply to some S. Examples of terms where the relation of the extremes is universal and positive are animate—man—animal ;
c Barbara.
(2) One
universal
and one
particular
premiss.
Disamis.
Datisi. '
Bocarda
Λ0-
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25 άνθρωπος—ζώο ν τού δἐ μη8ενι ούκ ίση λαβειν όρους, ει τινι μῖν υπάρχω τω Σ τό Ρ τινὶ 8ὲ μῄ· ει γάρ παντί τό Π τω Σ ύπαρχει τό 8ε Ρ τι»ἀ τω Σ, καί τό Π τινι τω Ρ ύπάρξεί' ύπεκειτο δἐ μηόενι ύπάρχειν. άλλ’ ώσπερ ἐν τοΓί πρότ(ρον λητττεον αδιόριστου γάρ οντος- του τινι μἡ ύπάρχειν και τό eo μη8ενι ύπαρχον αληθές είπεΐν τινι μη ύπάρχειν μη8ενι 8ε ύπάρχοντος ούκ ἣν συλλογισμός, φανερόν ονν ότι ούκ εσται συλλογισμός.
Έάυ S’ ό στερητικός ὑ καθόλου τῶν όρων, ὅταν μῖν ό μείζων ῄ στ€ρητικός ό δἐ ἐλἀττων κατη-γορικός, εσται συλλογισμός■ εἰ γάρ τἀ Π μηόενι τω Σ τό δἐ Ρ τινι ύπάρχει τω Σ, τό Π τινι τω Ρ 85 οὺς υπάρξει, πάλιν γάρ εσται τό πρώτον σχήμα της ΡΣ προτάσεως άιτιστραφείσης· όταν δἐ ὁ ἐλάττων ῄ στερητικός, οόκ ίσται συλλογισμός, όροι του ύπάρχειν ζωον—άνθρωπος—άγριον, του μη ύπάρχειν ζωον—επιστήμη—άγριον μέσον ἐν1 άμφοΐν τό άγριον.
Οόδ* όταν άμφότεροι στερητικοί τεθόόσιν, ἡ δ* 291 ό μεν καθόλου ό 8* εν μερει. όροι όταν ό ίλάττων ἡ καθόλου προς τό μέσον, ζωον—επιστήμη— άγριον, ζωον—άνθρωπος—άγριον· όταν 8* ό μείζων, του μεν μη ύπάρχειν κόραξ—χιών—λευκόν του δ* ύπάρχειν ούκ ἐστι Λαβεῖν, ει τό Ρ τινι μεν ύπάρχει δ τῷ Σ τινι 8ε μη ύπάρχει {ει γάρ τό Π παντι τω 1 iv ora. Cm.
• i.e. on the assumption that the relation of the extremes
is universal and negative.
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but we cannot find terms where the relation is universal and negative, since R applies to some S although it also does not apply to some. For if Ρ applies to all S, and R to some S, then Ρ will apply to some R. But ex hypothesia it applies to none.
The explanation must be apprehended as in the former examples b ; for since the statement that one term does not apply to another is indefinite, it is true to say that that which applies to none does not apply to some ; but we sawc that when R applies to no S there is no syllogism. Thus it is evident that there will be no syllogism in this case.
If, however, the negative term is universal, when the major is negative and the minor affirmative, there will be a syllogism. For if Ρ applies to no S, and R Ferison. applies to some S, Ρ will not apply to some R ; for we shall have the first figure d again when the premiss RS is converted. But when the minor term is ie-negative there will be no syllogism. Examples of terms where the relation of the extremes is positive are animal—man—wild ; where it is negative, animal— science—wild. In both cases ‘ wild * is the middle term.
Nor will there be a syllogism when both terms are taken negatively, and one is universal and the other particular. Examples of terms when it is the minor term that is in a universal relation to the middle are oe-animal—science—wild, animal—man—wild. When it is the major that is in this relation, examples of eo-terms where the relation of the extremes is negative are crow—snow—white ; but where it is positive terms cannot be found, since R applies to some S although it also does not apply to some (for if Ρ
6 27 b 20, 28.	c 28 a 30.
* In Ferio, 26 a 25.
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Ρ τό δε Ρ τινι τώ Σ, και τό II τινι τῷ Σ* νπεκειτο δε μηδενί), ἀλλ* ἐκ· του αδιόριστου δεικτέον.
Ούδ' α ν εκάτερος τινι τῷ μίσω νπάρχη η μη νπάρχη, η 6 μιν νπάρχη 6 5ἐ /ίή νπάρχη, η 6 μ€\' τινι ἀ δἐ μἡ παχτι, ῆ αδιόριστα»?, ούκ εσται συλλογισμός ούδαμώς. όροι δε κοινοί πάντων ζψον— ίο άνθρωπος—λευκόν, ζωον~ άφνχον—λευκόν.
Φανερόν ουν και tv τούτω τω σχηματι ποτ εσται και ποτ’ ου* ἐσται συλλογισμός, καί στι ἐχοντων τε τά»γ opcuv ώς ἱΛίχθη yiywrai συλλογισμός εξ ανάγκης, αν τ’ ὑ συλλογισμός, ανάγκη τούς όρους όντως εχειν. φανερόν δἐ και ὁτι 15 πάντες ατελείς tlaiv οι tv τούτω τω σχηματι συλλογισμοί (πάιτες γαρ τελειονιται προσλαμβαιο-μενων τινών) και ότι σνλλογισασθαι τό καθόλου δι α. τούτου τού σχήματος ονκ εσται ο ντε στ€ρητικόν ούτε καταφατικόν.
VII. Δῆλον 8ἐ και ότι tv άπασι τοΐς σχημασιν, 20 όταν μη γίγνηται συλλογισμός, κατψ/ορικών μιν η στ€ρητικών άμφοτερων όντων των όρων ονδἱν όλως γίγνεται άναγκαΐον, κατηγορικοΰ δε καὶ στερητικού, καθόλου ληφθειτος τού στερητικού αει γιγνετα ι συλλογισμός τού ελάττοιος άκρου προς τό μεΐζον, οιον ει τό μεν Α παντί τω Β η 15 τινι, τό δε Β μηδενι τω Γ* αντιστρεφόμενων γαρ 232
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applies to all R, and R to some S, Ρ also applies to some S ; but ex hypothesi it applies to none) ; the proof must be drawn from the indefinite nature of the particular premiss."
Furthermore, if both terms apply or do not apply to some of the middle, or if one applies to some and the other does not, or if one applies to some and the other does not apply to all, or if they are related to the middle indefinitely, there will in no case be a syllogism. Examples of terms common to all these cases are animal—man—white, animal—inanimate— white.
Thus it is evident in this figure also when there will or will not be a syllogism ; and that where the terms are related in the manner described b a syllogism necessarily follows ; and that if there is a syllogism the terms must be so related. It is evident also that all the syllogisms in this figure are imperfect (since they are all completed by assuming certain additional premisses) ; and that it will be impossible to reach a universal conclusion, either negative or affirmative, by means of this figure.
VII.	It is clear also that in all the figures, whenever we get no (direct) syllogism, where the terms are both affirmative or both negative, there is no necessary conclusion at all ; but where one term is affirmative and the other negative, if the negative term is universal we always get a syllogism establishing a relation of the minor to the major extreme.c E.g., if A applies to alld or some e B, and Β to no C; for if
α Cf. 27 b 20.
b 28 a 18, 26, 28 b 5, 15, 31.
e The minor being the predicate and the major the subject. d Fapesmo in the first, Fesapo in the fourth figure.
• Frisesomonmi in the first, Fresison in the fourth figure.
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(3) Other combinations of premisses, II-, 00-, 10-, ΟΙ-.
General
remarks
on the three
figures.
Indirect
conclusion.
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29 a	(	^	\ φ * *
των προτάσ(ων ανάγκη το Γ τινι τω Α μη ιτπαρχαν. ομοίως Bi κάπι των Ιτ (ρω ν σχημάτων' αεί γαρ γίγν€ται δια της αντιστροφής σι>λλογισμός. δῆλον Bi κ·αι ότι τό αδιόριστου αιπι του καττγ/ορικοΰ του iv μέρα τιθέμα’ον τον αισόν ποίησα συλλογισμόν έν άπασι τοΐς σχήμασιν.
eo φανερόν δε και ότι πάντως οι άτκλΰς συλλογισμοί Τ(λαουνται Βία τον πρώτον σχήματος. ή γαρ Βακτικώς ή Βία. τον άΒνιάτου πιραίιονται παντ(ς’ άμφοτέρως Bi γίγι·(ται το πρώτον σχήμα, Βακ-τικώς μιν τ(λαονμένων, ότι Βία τής αντιστροφής €7Τ(ραίνοντο πάντ(ς, ή Β* άιτιστροφη τό πρώτον 41 όποια σχήμα, Βία Bi του άδικᾶτου Βακνυμ/νων, ότι τ(θέντος τον φ(νΒονς ό συλλογισμός γίγννται Βία του πρώτον σχήματος’ olov έν τω τ(λ(υταίω σχτήματι, (ί τό Α και τό Β παντι τω Γ σπάρτα, ότι τό Α τινι τω H υπήρχα’ (ί γαρ μηΒα·ι, το Bi Β παντι τω Γ, ούδοΊ τω Γ τό Λ* ᾶλλ* ήν παντι. ομοίως Bi και έπι των άλλων.
29	b *Έστι Bi και άναγαγαν πάιπας τους συλλογισμούς (ίς τούς έν τω πρώτω σχήματι καθόλου σνλλογι* σμους. οι μιν γαρ ἐν τω οιυτέρο) φαντρόν ότι Bi έκάνων τ(λαουιται, πλήν ονχ ομοίως πάντως, ἀλλ’ δ οι μιν καθόλου του στίρητικοΰ άντιστραφίντος, των Β* ἐν μέρα έκάτ€ρος Βία τής (ίς τό άΒύνατον απαγωγής’ οι δ’ ἐν τω πρώτω οι κατα μ*ρος έπιτ(λοννται μιν και δι’ αυτών, έστι Bi και Βία
•	In either case we get by conversion : C applies to no Ft
H applies to no Λ C docs not applv tosome A (Fenof.
*	In the second and third figures this Is effected simply by
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the premisses are converted it necessarily follows that C does not apply to some A.a Similarly too in the other figures, for we always get a syllogism by the process of conversion.5 It is obvious also that in all the figures if the particular affirmative is replaced by the indefinite the result will be the same syllogism.
It is evident also that all imperfect syllogisms are completed by means of the first figure. For all the conclusions are reached either by demonstration or by reduction ad impossibile, and in both cases we get the first figure : in the case of those which are completed by demonstration because, as we have seen, all the conclusions are reached by means of conversion, and the conversion produces the first figure; and in the case of those which are demonstrated by reduction ad impossibile because if a false premiss is assumed we get the syllogism by means of the first figure. E.g., in the last figure, if A and Β apply to all C, we get a syllogism c to the effect that A applies to some Β ; for if it applies to no B, and Β applies to all C, A applies to no C. But ex hypothesi it applies to all C. Similarly too in the other cases.
It is possible also to reduce all syllogisms to the universal syllogisms in the first figure. Those in the second figure are obviously completed by their help, but not all in a similar manner : the universal syllogisms are completed by the conversion of the negative statement, and each of the particular ones by a reduction ad impossibile. The particular syllogisms in the first figure are indeed completed by means of themselves, but it is possible also to prove them by means
transposing the premisses. AE gives Cesare and Felapton ; IE gives Festino and Ferison.
c In Darapti.
All
imperfect
syllogisms
are
validated in the first figure.
All
syllogisms
reducible
to the
universal
syllogisms
of the first
figure.
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τοΰ Scoreμου σχίσματος δεικνῦυαι ch aSiwarov an* άγοντας, οϊον cl το Α ηαντι τω Β τό δἐ Β τινι ίο τῷ Γ, ότι τό Α τινι τω Γ. cl γάρ μηδενί, τῷ δε Β ηαντι, οόδενι τω Γ τό H νηαρζα' τούτο γαρ Γσμεν δια του Seineρου σχήματος, ομοίως Si και ini τοΰ orepyTiKou ῖσται ἡ άηόόιιξις. α γαρ το Α μηάαί τω Β τό δε Β τινι τω Γ νηαρχα, το Α τινι τω Γ ονχ νηάρζα’ el γάρ ηαιηί, τω δε Β μηάαί vnap\ei, ovSevi τω Γ τό Β imap£ci‘ τούτο 15 δ’ ἡν τό μίσον σχήμα, ώστ' ind οι μίν εν τῷ μίσω σχηματι συλλογισμοί πάιτις avayorreu €ις τούς ἐν τω ττρώτω καθόλου συλλογισμούς, οι Sc κατά μίμος iv τω ηρώτω ch τούς iv τω μίσω, φαιδρόν ότι και οι κατά μίμος άναχθησονται €ΐς τούς iv τῷ ηρώτω σχίμιατι καθόλου συλλογισμούς. 20 Οι δ’ iv τω τρίτω καθόλου μιν οι των των όρων €υθύς inιτeλoOισaι Si' ckcIixov των συλλογισμών, όταν S' iv μίρα ληφθώσι, δια τών iv μίρ<ι συλλογισμών των iv τω ηρώτω σχηματι* οὐτοι Si άνη-χθησαν eh ίκ€ΐι·ονς, ώστ€ και οι (ν τω τριτω σχηματι οι κατά μίμος, φανιρόν ούν ότι ttcutc? 25 άναχθησονται eh τούς iv τω η ρω τω σχηματι καθόλου συλλογισμούς.
Οι μῖν ούν των συλλογισμών ύπάρχ£ΐν η μὴ υπάρχων όεικνύιπς €ΐρηται ηώς ίχονσι, καί καθ αυτούς οι ίκ τοΰ αύτοΰ σχήματος και ηρος άλληλους οι ίκ τών ίτίρων σχημάτων.1
VIII. Έπει δ* erepov ἐστιν ύηάρχ€ΐν τε καί ίζ
1 οχημάτων ΟΓΠ. ἀ.
β Camestres.	k 26 b 31.
c i.e. the universal ‘.yllopism* of the first figure.
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of the second figure if we employ reduction ad impossible ; e.g., if A applies to all B, and Β to some C, to prove that A applies to some C. For if it applies to no C, but to all Β, Β Mill apply to no C ; for we know this by means of the second figure.3 The proof will take a similar form also in the case of the negative relation. For if A applies to no B, and Β applies to some C, A will not apply to some C. For if it applies to all C, but to no Β, Β will apply to no C ; and this is of the form which we describedb as the middle figure. And so since the syllogisms in the middle figure can all be reduced to the universal syllogisms in the first figure, and the particular syllogisms in the first figure to the universal syllogisms in the second, it is evident that the particular syllogisms (in the first figure) can also be reduced to the universal syllogisms in that figure.
As for the syllogisms in the third figure, when the terms are universal, they are completed directly by means of the syllogisms mentioned abovec; but when the terms are particular, they are completed by means of the particular syllogisms in the first figure. But these, as we have seen, can be reduced to those mentioned above ; and therefore so can the particular syllogisms in the third figure. Thus it is evident that all syllogisms can be reduced to the universal syllogisms in the first figure.
Thus we have stated, with reference to those syllogisms which demonstrate that a predicate simply applies or does not apply to a subject, how those of the same figure are related among themselves, and how those of different figures are related to one another.
VIII.	Since ‘ to apply * is not the same as ‘ neces-
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zo ανάγκης ύπάρχειν καί ει·δεχεσθαι ύπάρχειν (πολλά γάρ ύπάρχει μιν, ου μέντοι εξ ανάγκης· τα δ* * ούτ εξ άιάγκης ονθ' υπάρχει όλως, ει·δεχεται δ* ύπάρχειν), δήλον ότι καί συλλογισμός έκαστου τούτων ετερος εσται, και ούχ ομοίως εχόντων των όρων, άλλ' ό μιν εξ άιαγκαίων 6 δ’ ἐξ υπαρχόντων S5 ο δ* εξ ειδεχόμενων.
Έπι μιν ούν των αναγκαίων σχεδόν ομοίως εχει και επί των ύπαρχόιτων ωσαύτως γαρ τιθέμενων των όρων εν τε τω ύπάρχειν καί τῷ εξ ανάγκης ύπάρχε ιν η μη υπάρχω ιν ϊ στ αι τε καί ούκ εστ αι 10»συλλογισμός, πλην όιοίσει τω προσκείσΰαι τοις όροις τό εξ άνάγκι^ς ύπάρχειν η μη ύπάρχειν τό τε γαρ στερητικόν ωσαύτως άι-τιστρεφει, καί τό εν όλω είναι καί τό κατά παντός ομοίως άπο-δώσομεν.
Έν μιν ούν τοις άλλο ι ς τον αυτόν τρόπον δει-δ ^Θήσεται διά της άιτιστροφής τό συμπέρασμα αναγκαίου ώσπερ επί του ύπάρχειν εν Οἐ τῷ μεσω σχηματι όταν η τό καθόλου καταφατικόν τό δ* εν μερει στερητικόν, καί πάλιν ε*ν τω τρίτψ όταν τό μεν καθόλου κατηγορικόν τό δ' εν μερει στερητικόν, ούχ ομοίως εσται η άπόδειξις, άλλ' ανάγκη ίο εκθεμενους ω τινι εκάτερον μη υπάρχει, κατά τούτου ποιείν τον συλλογισμόν' εσται γάρ civay-
•	Cf. note on 25 α 2.
' Cf. 25 a 5.	«24 b 26.
*	The syllogisms in Baroco and B<»cardof whrn «.«scrtoric, are proved by reduction ad impostihih, %.*. by assuming the contradictory of the conclusion which it is rrouirrd to prove (27 a 38, 28 b 19). But the contradictory or an apodekrtic judgement is problematic : and the combination of an apo-238
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sarily to apply ’ or ‘ possibly to apply ’ (because there Assertoric, are many predicates which apply, but not necessarily; *P°deictlc and others neither apply necessarily nor indeed apply problematic at all, but it is possible that they should apply), it is sy oglsms· clear that the syllogism also is different in each of these cases, and that the terms are not related in the same way, but that one type of syllogism is composed of apodeictic, another of assertoric, and another of problematic premisses.0
If the premisses are apodeictic the conditions are, Apodeictic roughly speaking, the same as when they are asser- follow the toric. When the terms are related in the same way, ruies^o^ then both in assertoric and in apodeictic propositions, syllogisms, whether affirmative or negative, a syllogism wall or will not result in the same way. The only difference will be that the terms will have attached to them the words ‘ necessarily applies ’ or ‘ necessarily does not apply.’ For the negative premiss converts in the same \vay,b and we shall give the same explanationc of the expression ‘ to be wholly contained in * or ‘ to be predicated of all.’
Thus in all the other cases the conclusion will be Exceptions, shown to be necessary in the same way as in an assertoric syllogism, by means of conversion ; but in the middle figure, when the universal statement is affirmative and the particular negative, and again in the third figure when the universal statement is affirmative and the particular negative, the proof will not take the same form.d We must take examples of that portion of its subject to which each predicate does not apply, and draw the conclusion from this ; for with this combination of terms we shall get a
deictic with a problematic premiss cannot give an apodeictic conclusion (ch. xvi).
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καίως έπι τούτων- ει δι κατά του ίκτίθιντος έστίν αναγκαίος, και κατ* έκ(ίνου τιιὐτ* τό γαρ ίκτ€0ἐν o7Tfρ €Κ€Ϊνό τί ἐστιν. γίγΐ’€ται δι των συλλογισμών έκάτίρος έν τω οίκα'ω σχη/ιατι. ιδ IX. Συμβαίνει δἐ ποτε και τῆν έτέρας προτάσσω? αναγκαίας οΰσης αναγκαίοι· γί·/ι·<σθαι τον συλλογισμόν, ττλἡν οὺς οττοτέρας έτνχιν, άλλἀ της ν ρος το μεῖζον άκρον olov tl το μιν Α τω Β «Τ αι·αγκης €ΐληπται ύπαρχον (η μη ύπαρχον), το δἐ Β τῷ Γ ύπαρχον μόνον ούτως γάρ ιιλημμέι-ων των 20 προτάσεων έζ ανάγκης τό Α τω Γ ύπάρξα (ἡ ούχ ύπάρζει)· έπ€ΐ γάρ παιτι τω Β ί£ άιάγκης ύπάρχίΐ (η ούχ ύπάρχιι) το Λ, τό δι Γ τι τῶν Β «ττι, φαιδρόν ότι και τω1 Γ έ£ άιάγκης Ισται θάτtpov τούτων.
Ει δἐ τό μιν Λ Β μη ϊ στ ι ν άι-αγκαιον τό δἐ ΒΓ ro άναγκαΐον, ούκ όσται το συμπέρασμα άναγκαίον. €ΐ γάρ όστι,* σνμβηοίται το Α τινι τῷ Β ύπάρχ€ΐν έξ ανάγκης διά τε του πρώτου και δια του τρίτον σχίσματος, τούτο δι ψ€νδος· ένδέχ€ται γάρ τοιοντον tlvai τό 13 ω έγχωρίΐ τό Α μηδίνϊ νπ-άρχαν. ότι και έκ των όρων φανιρόν ότι ούκ ἔσται τό συμπέρασμα αναγκαίοι-, οιον €ΐ τό μιν Α €ιη eo κίνησις, τό δἐ Β ζωον, έφ* ω 5ἐ τό Γ άνθρωπος· ζωον μιν γάρ 6 άνθρωπος έζ ανάγκης ἐστί, κινιϊται δἐ τό ζωον ούκ έξ ανάγκης, ούδ* 6 άνθρωπος.
1 τώ Λ H’C : τό Η* diu.
* (στι AHdu: !σται Cfi.
e e.g., we have in Haroco M necessarily applies to all Ν
M necessarily docs not apply to some O.
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necessary conclusion. And if the conclusion is necessarily true of the selected examples, then it will be necessarily true of some of the original term, since that is identical with the selected example.0 Each of these syllogisms is effected in its own figure.6
IX.	It sometimes happens that we get an apo- An deictic syllogism even when only one of the premisses major*0 10 —not either of the two indifferently, but the major ^riet?mes premiss—is apodeictic : e.g., if A has been taken as gives an necessarily applying or not applying to B, and Β as inclusion simply applying to C. If the premisses are taken in even if the this way A will necessarily apply (or not apply) to C. premiss For since A necessarily applies (or does not apply) to all B, and C is some B, obviously A must also apply (a)
(or not apply) to C.«	$iogi™'s.
If, however, the premiss AB is not apodeictic, but BC is, the conclusion will not be apodeictic. If it is, it must follow, both by the first and by the third figure, that A applies to some B. But this is false ; for Β may be such that it is possible for A to apply to no B. Further, it is also evident from a consideration of the terms that the conclusion will not be apodeictic: e.g., supposing A to be ‘ motion,’ Β ‘ animal,’ and C ‘ man.’ Man is necessarily an animal, but the animal is not necessarily moved ; nor is the man. Similarly
If we take part of Ο, P, such that M necessarily applies to no P, and substitute this for the minor premiss, we can infer that Ν necessarily applies to no Ρ ; i.e., necessarily does not apply to some O. Similarly with Bocardo.
6 Baroco by Camestres, and Bocardo by Felapton.
e The argument is fallacious, and Bekker’s defence of it {A.T.M. p. 39) depends upon a symbolism which obscures the real issue. The relation of A to C cannot be apodeictic unless C is necessarily ‘ some B.’ Aristotle does not distinguish clearly between assertoric and apodeictic relations; cf. Introd. p. 190.
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ομοίως Si και ει στερητικόν είη τ6 ΑΒ* η γαρ
αύτη άπόόειζις.
Έπί Si των ἐν μέρει συλλογισμών, tl μεν το 8 καθόλου ἐστιν αναγκαίου, καί τό συμπέρασμα «σται ctvay/ceuov, εἰ δἐ τό κατά μέρος, ούκ άναγκαίον, ούτ€ στερητικής ο ι'τε κατηγορικης ούσης της καθόλου προτάσεως. έστω Βή πρώτον τἀ *α0όλου αναγκαίου, καί το μιν Α παχπι τω Β νπαρχέτω έζ ανάγκης, το 5ἐ H τινι τω Γ νπαρχέτω μόνον' 40 ανάγκη Βη τό Λ τινι τω Γ ύπάρχειν έζ άνάγκης-τό γαρ Γ υπό το Β ἐστί, τψ Bi Β παντι τὸ Α* 80 b ύττηρχεν έζ άνάγκης. ομοίως Si και ft στερητικός είη ό συλλογισμός· ὑ γάρ αι/τὴ έσται άπόόειζις. ει Si τό κατά μέρος έστιν άι-αγκαιον, ούκ έσται τό συμπέρασμα άναγκαίον ονΒεν γαρ άΒυνατον συμ-b πίτττει, καθάπερ ούΒ' έν τοῖς καθόλου σνλλογισμοϊς. ομοίως Si κάπί των στερητικών, όροι κίνησις— ζώον—λευκόν.
Χ. Έπί Si του Βεντέρου σχήματος, ti μέν ή στερητική πρότασις έστιν αναγκαία, καί τό συμπέρασμα έσται άναγκαίον, ει S* ή κατηγορικη, ούκ ίο άναγκαίον. έστω γαρ πρώτον ή στερητική ἀναγκαία, και τό Α τω μεν Β μηΒενι έι·Βεχέσθω, τω Si Γ νπαρχέτω μόνον. έπει ονν αντιστρέφει τό στερητικόν, ούΒε τό Β τω Α ονΒενι έτ·Βέχεταΐ' τό Si Α παντι τω Γ υπάρχει, ώστ* ούΒενί τω Γ τό Β ένΒέχεταί' τό γαρ Γ υπό τό Α ἐστίν, ωσαύτως Si και ει προς τω Γ τεθείη* τό στερητικόν ει γαρ 15 τό Α μηΒενι τω Γ ένΒέχεταί, ovSi τό F ούδενι τω Α έγχωρεί' τό Si Α παντι τω Β υπάρχει, ώστ*
1 τό Λ om. Β, Waitz: Imbent post ανάγκης dfu.
* τεθείη Alexander, Philoponus, Tlu mistius s τ<$β codd. 242
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also if the premiss AB is negative, for the proof is the same.
In particular syllogisms, if the universal premiss is (δ) apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic ; but fynog^ml if it is the particular premiss that is apodeictic, the conclusion is not apodeictic, whether the universal premiss is negative or affirmative. Let us first take the universal premiss as apodeictic, and let A necessarily apply to all B, and Β simply apply to some C.
Then it must follow that A necessarily applies to some C. For C falls under B,° and ex hypothesi A applies necessarily to all B. Similarly too if the syllogism is negative ; for the proof will be the same.
But if the particular premiss is apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic ; for there is no impossibility involved (if it is not true), just as there was none in the universal syllogisms. Similarly too in the case of negative premisses.6 Examples of terms are motion—animal—white.
X.	In the second figure, if the negative premiss Second is apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic ; {Jf)Ure· but not if the affirmative premiss is apodeictic. First Universal let the negative premiss be apodeictic, and let it be sy oglS1118 impossible for A to apply to any B, but let it simply opply to C. Then since the negative premiss is convertible, it is also impossible for Β to apply to any A.
But A applies to all C. Therefore Β cannot apply to any C ; for C falls under A.c The same also holds good if the negative statement refers to C. For if A cannot apply to any C, neither can C apply to any A. But A applies to all B. Therefore C cannot
a CL 26 a 22 note; and for the fallacy see note on 30 a 15-23.
6 i.e. when one of the premisses is negative.
c CL notes on 26 a 22, 30 a 15-23.
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8° b
ούδο'ΐ τών Β τό Γ ένΒέχεται" γιγι·εται πὸρ το πρώτον σχήμα πάλιν, ον κ άρα ονΒέ το Β τω Γ* αντιστρέφει γάρ ομοίως.
Ει δ’ η κατηγορικη πρότασις έστιν αι·αγκαια, ουκ 20 εσται τό συμπέρασμα αναγκαίοι·, ύπαρχέτω γαρ τό Α παιτι τω Π έξ ανάγκης, τω Bi Γ μηΒενι ύπαρχέτω μόνον, άιτιστραφέιτος ονν του στερητικού τό πρώτον γίγιεται σχήμα· ΒέΒειεεται 5’ έν τω πρώτω ότι μη αναγκαίας ούσης της προς το μεΐζον στερητικής οι·Βε τό συμπέρασμα εσται αναγκαίοι·, ώστ' ουδ’ έπι τούτων εσται έξ ανάγκης. *5 Ίίτι δ* ει τό συμπέρασμά ἐστιν αι·αγκαχσν, συμβαίνει τό Γ τιι·ι τώ Α μη ίττάρχειν έξ άιάγκης· ει γαρ τό Β τω Γ μηΒενι υπάρχει έξ ανάγκης, οί>Βέ τό Γ τευ Β ονΒενί υπάρξει εξ άιάγκης· το Βέ γε Β τινι τω Α ανάγκη ίπτάρχειν, είπε ρ και τό Α παιτι τευ Β εξ άιάγκης vtτηρχεν, είκττε τό Γ άιάγκη to τινι τω Α μη ύπάρχειν. άλλ’ οι·Βε ν κιυλυει το Α τοιοντον ληφΟήναι ω παιτι τό Γ ένΒέχεται ύπ-άρχειν.
*Έτι καν όρους έκθέμενον είη Βεΐξαι ότι τό συμπέρασμα ουκ έστιν άναγκαΐον απλώς, άλλα τούτων οντων αναγκαίοι·, οίον έστω τό Α ζευον, τό Βέ Β άνθρωπος, τό Βέ Γ λευκόν, καί αι προτάσεις 85 ομοίως είλήφθωσαν ένΒέχεται γαρ τό ζώον μηΒενι λευκώ ύπάρχειν. ουχ ύπάρξει Βη ονΒ' ό αι·Θρωπος ούΒενί λευκώ, άλλ' ουκ εξ ανάγκης· ένΒέχεται γόφ άνθρωπον γενέσθαι λευκόν, ου μέιτοι έεος αν ζῷον μηΒενι λευκώ ύπάρχη. ώστε τούτων μεν οντων άναγκαΐον εσται τό συμπέρασμα, απλώς Β* ουκ άναγκαΐον.
81 * 'Oμοιως δ* έξει καί επί τών εν μέρει συλλσγι-244
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apply to any B, for we get the first figure again ; and so neither can Β apply to C, for the premiss is convertible as before.
But if the affirmative premiss is apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic. (1) Let A necessarily apply to all B, and let it merely apply to no C. Then by the conversion of the negative statement we get the first figure ; and it has been proved ° in the first figure that if the negative major premiss is not apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic either. Therefore it will not be apodeictic in the present example.
(2) Further, if the conclusion is apodeictic, it follows that C necessarily does not apply to some A. For if Β necessarily applies to no C, C will also necessarily apply to no B. But Β must apply to some A, that is if A ex hypothesi must apply to all B. Therefore C necessarily does not apply to some A. There is, however, no reason why A should not be so taken that C may possibly apply to all of it.
(S) Further, it can be shown by taking examples of terms that the conclusion is necessary, not absolutely, but given certain conditions. E.g., let A be ‘ animal/ Β ‘ man,’ and C ‘ white * ; and let the premisses be taken in the same way as before b; for it is possible that ‘ animal * should apply to nothing that is white. Then ‘ man * too will apply to nothing that is white. But this will not be so of necessity, for a white man may come into being, but not so long as ‘ animal ’ applies to nothing that is white. Thus given these conditions the conclusion will be necessary ; but it will not be absolutely necessary.
The same principle will obtain in the case of
e 30 a 23 ff.	6 In 30 b 20.
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σμών. όταν μεν yap η στερητική πρότασις καθόλου τ* fj και αναγκαία, και το συμπέρασαα tortu αναγκαΐον- όταν δε ή κατηγορικη καθόλου ἡ δέ 5 στερητική κατο, μέρος, ονκ έσται τό συμπέρασμα αναγκαΐον. έστω δη πρώτον η στερητική καθόλου τε και αναγκαία, και τό Α τῷ μεν Β μηδενι ἐν-δεχέσθω ύπάρχειν, τω δε Γ τινι ύπαρχέτα»· <πει οίν αντιστρέφει τό στερητικόν, ουδέ τό Β τῷ Α ονδενί ένδέχοιτ* αν ύπαρχειν τό δέ γε Α τινι τω V ίο υπάρχει · ώστ’ cf ανάγκης τινι των Γ οὐχ υπάρξει1 τό 13. πάλιν έστω η κατηγορικη καθόλου τε και άναγκαία, και κείσθω προς τω H τό κατηγορικόν ει δη τό Α π αντί τω Β εξ άιάγκης υπάρχει τω δὲ Γ τινι μη υπάρχει, ότι μεν οίγ υπάρξει τό Β τινὶ τῷ Γ, φανερόν, ἀλλ* ονκ εξ άναγκης· οι γαρ αυτοί is όροι έσονται προς την άπόδειξιν οιπερ επί των καθόλου συλλογισμών.
Άλλ* ούδ* ει τό στερητικόν άναγκαΐόν ἐστιν έν μέρει ληφθέν, ονκ έσται τό συμπέρασμα αναγκαΐον δια γαρ των αυτών όρων η άπόδειξις.
XI. Έν δε τω τελευταίοι σχηματι καθόλου μὲν ο vt ω ν τών όρων προς τό μέσον και κατηγορικών 20 άμφοτέρων τών προτάσεων, εάν οποτερονοθν ὴ αναγκαΐον, και τό συμπέρασμα έσται αναγκαΐον εάν δε τό μεν ὑ στερητικόν τό δέ κατηγορικόν, όταν μεν τό στερητικόν άναγκαΐόν ἡ, καλ τό συμπέρασμα έσται αναγκαΐον, όταν δε τό κατ-ηγορικόν, ούκ έσται αναγκαΐον.
Έστωσαν γαρ άμφότεραι κατηγορικαι πρέυτον αι 25 προτάσεις, και τό Α και τό Β παντι τω Γ νπαρχέτω, αναγκαΐον δ* έστω τό Α Γ. έπει οΰν τό Β παντι 1 νπάρχ(ι Α.
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particular syllogisms. When the negative premiss (p^rticular is universal and apodeictic, the conclusion will also syllogisms, be apodeictic ; but when the affirmative premiss is universal and the negative particular, the conclusion will not be apodeictic. First let the negative premiss be universal and necessary, and let it be impossible for A to apply to any B, but let A apply to some C.
Then since the negative premiss is convertible, it is also impossible for Β to apply to any A. But A applies to some C, and so Β will necessarily not apply to some C.° Again, let the affirmative premiss be universal and apodeictic, and let the affirmative premiss refer to B. Then if A necessarily applies to all B, and does not apply to some C, evidently Β will not apply to some C ; but this will not be so of necessity. The terms to demonstrate this will be the same as in the universal syllogisms.b
Nor will the conclusion be apodeictic if the negative statement is apodeictic and particular. This may be demonstrated by means of the same terms.
XI.	In the last figure, where the (extreme) terms Third figure, are in a universal relation to the middle, and both universal premisses are affirmative, if either statement is syllogisms, apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic. If, however, one is negative and the other affirmative, when the negative is apodeictic, the conclusion Mill also be apodeicticc; but when the affirmative is apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic.
First let both premisses be affirmative, and let both A and Β apply to all C, and let the premiss AC be apodeictic. Then since Β applies to all C, C will also
° The proof breaks down, being dependent upon the syllogism in 30 a 21-23.	6 30 b 33.
e Actually none of these conclusions can be apodeictic; c/. 30 a 23 note.
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τω Γ ύπάρχιι, και τό 1' τινι τω li υπαρζιι δια το αντιστροφήν το καθόλου τω κατο μίμος’ ωστ ει παντι τω Γ τό Α (ζ ανάγκης υπάρχίΐ και το Γ 8» τω Β τινι, και τω Β τινι άναγκαιον υπαρχίΐν το Α* τό γάρ Β υπό τό Γ ῖστα*. γίγνιται οόν το πρώτον σχήμα. ομοίως δ( διιχθτ^σιται και (Ι το Ι1Γ Οστιν άναγκαιον άιτιστρίφιι γάρ το Γ τω Α τινι, ωστ* 11 παιτι τω Γ τό II (ξ ανάγκης ύπαρχιι, και τω Α τινι ύπάρξιι ιξ ανάγκης.
ΙΙάλα* ιστω τό μιν ΛΓ στιρητικόν, το δ( ΒΓ λγ» καταφατικόν, άναγκαιον όί. το στιρητικόν. (πιι ουν άιτιστρίφιι τινι τω Β το Γ, το δί Α οίδοὶ τω Γ (ξ άνάγκΐ)ς, ούόί τω Β τινι ύπάρζ(ι (ζ άνάγκης τό Α’ το γάρ H νττο το Ι ἐστιν, «ι δι το κατηγορικον αναγκαίο»*, ονκ ισται το συμπέρασμα άναγκαιον. ιστω γάρ το ΒΓ κατηγορικον και ιο άναγκαιον, τό δἐ Α Γ στιρητικόν και μη άναγκαιον. ιπιι ουν άντιστριφιι το καταφατικόν, ύπάρζ(ι και τό Γ τινι τω Β (ξ άιάγκης, ωστ* (ί τό μιν Α 8ΐ b μηδινι των Γ τό δἐ Γ τινι των Β, τό Α τινι των Β ούχ ύπάρξιΐ’ άλλ* ουκ ίζ άνάγκης’ διδιικται γάρ έν τω πρώτω σχηματι ότι της στιρητικης προτάσιως μη άναγκαίας ονσης ούδι τό συμπέρασμα (σται άναγκαιον.
Έτι καν διά των όρων (ΐη φανιρόν. (στω γάρ δ τό μιν Α άγαθόν, τό δ' ἐφ* ω Β ζωον, τό δι Γ ίππος, τό μιν ουν άγαθόν ίιδιχιται μηδινι ΐ7τπφ ύπάρχιιν, τό δι ζωον άνάγκη παιτι ύπάρχιιν’ ἀλλ* ονκ άνάγκη ζωόν τι μη ιϊιαι άγαθόν, ιιπιρ ἐν-διχιται πάν είναι άγα^ον. η ei μη τούτο δυνατόν, αλλά τό ιγρηγορίνα ι η καθιυδιιν όρον θ ιτ ιον' α παν ίο γάρ ζωον δικτικόν τούτων.
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apply to some Β (because the universal converts with the particular) ; so that if A must apply to all C, and C applies to some Β, A must also apply to some Β ; for Β falls under C. Thus we get the first figure. The proof will be similar also if the premiss BC is apodeictic ; for by conversion C applies to some A, so that if Β necessarily applies to all C, it will also necessarily apply to some A.
Again, let AC be negative and BC affirmative, and let the negative premiss be apodeictic. Then since by conversion C applies to some B, and A necessarily applies to no C, A will also necessarily not apply to some Β ; for Β falls under C. But if it is the affirmative premiss that is apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic. Let BC be affirmative and apodeictic, and AC be negative and assertoric. Then since the affirmative premiss is convertible, C will also necessarily apply to some Β ; so that if A applies to no C and C (necessarily) applies to some Β, A will not apply to some B. But this will not be so of necessity ; for it has been proved ° in the first figure that if the negative premiss is not apodeictic neither will the conclusion be apodeictic.
Further, this fact can be clearly shown by taking examples of terms. Let A be ‘ good,’ Β ‘ animal/ and C ‘ horse.’ Then ‘ good ’ may apply to no horse, but ‘ animal * must apply to every horse. But it is not necessary that some animal should not be good, since every animal may be good. Or if this is not possible, let the term be taken as ‘ waking ’ or ‘ sleeping *; for every animal is receptive of these states.
° The reference is presumably to 30 a 32. ι
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Ει μῖν ούν οι όροι καθόλου προς τό μισόν ttaiv, αρηται πότε ἐσται τό συμπέρασμα άναγκαΖον ti δ* * ό μεν καθόλου ό 3’ tv μέρα, κατηγορικών μέν όντων άμφοτέρων, όταν τό καθόλου γένηται cu-ay 15 καΐον, και τό συμπέρασμα έσται άιαγκαΐον. άπό· 0€ΐξις δ’ η αύτη η και πρότίρον άvτ^στj>tφtι γαρ και τό έν μέρα κατηγορικόν. ti οὑν άι·αγκη τό Β παχπι τω Γ υπάρχαν, τό Si Α Οπό τό Ι1 έστίν, ανάγκη τό Β τινι τω Α έπτάρχαν ι! Si τό Β τῷ Α τινι, καί τό Α τῷ Β τινι υπάρχαν αναγκαΐον *ο άντιστρέφα γάρ. ομοίως Si και ti τό Λ Γ αη αναγκαΐον καθόλου ον τό γαρ Β Οπό τό Γ ἐστίν.
Κι* Si τό έν μέρ€ΐ έστιν αιαγκαΐον, ούκ έσται τό συμπέρασμα αναγκαΐον. έστω γαρ τό ΒΓ ἐν μέρα Tt και αναγκαΐον, τό Si Α παντι τω Γ Οπαρχέτω, μη μέντοι έζ ανάγκης' άντιστραφέντος ούν του Β Γ τό πρώτον γίγι-ίται σχήμα, καί ὴ μέν *5 καθόλου πρότασις ούκ άιαγκαία, η δ* ἐν ptpti αναγκαία. ότ€ δ’ ούτως έχοιιν αι προτάσίΐςt ούκ ην τό συμπέρασμα αναγκαΐον ώστ* ούό* έπι τοὑ-των. έτι Si και έκ των όρων φαιδρόν, έστω γόφ τό μιν Α έγρέγγορσις, τό Si Β όίπουν, ἐφ* ω δἐ τό Γ ζώον τό μέν ούν Β τινι τω Γ αναγ-80 κη υπάρχαν, τό Si Α τω Γ έιέ>έχ€Ται, και τό Α τω Β ούκ αναγκαΐον οι) γαρ ανάγκη Sittow τι καθίόόειν η έγρηγορέναι. ομοίως Si και Siα. τῶν αυτών όρων δειχθήσεται και ti τό Α Γ αη tv pipti Tt και άναγκαΐον.
Ει δ* ό μέν κατηγορικός 6 Si στίρητικός τῶν
° 31 a 21 if.; H is of course equally invalid.
* $.*. C applies to all Λ : uhich by conversion gives the relation * A applies to some C.’
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Thus we have stated in what circumstances the (p,Jrticular conclusion will be apodeictic if the extreme terms are syllogisms, in a universal relation to the middle. But if one term is in a universal and the other in a particular relation, both premisses being affirmative, when the universal relation is apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic. The proof is the same as before α ; for the affirmative particular premiss is also convertible.
Thus if Β must apply to all C, and A falls under C,b Β must apply to some A. And if Β must apply to some A, A must also apply to some Β ; for the premiss is convertible. Similarly too supposing that the premiss AC is apodeictic and universal; for Β falls under C.c
If, however, it is the particular premiss that is apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic.
Let BC be particular and apodeictic, and let A apply to all C, but not of necessity. Then by the conversion of BC we get the first figure, and the universal premiss is not apodeictic, but the particular is. Now we saw d that whenever the premisses are thus related the conclusion is not apodeictic ; and so neither will it be so in the present case. Further, this fact can be clearly shown by taking examples of terms. Let A be ‘ waiting,’ and Β ‘ biped,’ and C ‘ animal.’ Then Β must apply to some C, and A may apply to C, but A does not necessarily apply to Β ; for it is not necessary that a particular biped should be asleep or awake. The proof can be effected similarly by means of the same terms supposing AC to be particular and apodeictic.
If, however, one of the terms is positive and the
c C/. previous note. d 30 a 35, b 1 ff.
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ορών, όταν μεν ὐ τό καθόλου στερητικόν τ« καί 8S αναγκαΐον, και το συμπέρασμα έσται αναγκαΐον ει γαρ τό Α τῷ Γ μηδενι Λ •δίδεται, τό δἐ Β τιιΊ τῷ Γ ύπαρχέ ι, τό Λ τινι τώ Β ανάγκη μη ύπάρχε ιν. όταν δἐ τό καταφατικόν άιαγκαίον τεθβ, η καθολου ον η έν μέρει, η τό στερητικόν κατά μέρος, ούκ έσται το συμπέρασμα αναγκαΐον. τἀ μιν γάξ άλλα 40 ταύτά α και έπι των προτέρων έροΰμεν, οροί 3* όταν μιν ὐ το καθόλου κατηγορικόν αναγκαΐον, 82 » έγρήγορσις—ζωον— άνθρωπος, μέσον άνθρωπος, όταν δ έν μέρει τό κατηγορικόν αναγκαΐον, έγρη· γορσις—ζωον—Λευκόν (ζῷον μιν γαρ άι-άγκη τιιά λευκώ ύπάρχειν, έγρήγορσις 5* ενδέχεται μηδενί, και ούκ ανάγκη τινι ζωω μη νπάρχειν έγρήγορσ ι ν), ι όταν δἐ τό στερητικόν έν μέρει ον αναγκαΐον τ}, δίπουν—κινούμενον—ζωον, ζωον μέσον.1
XII.	Φανερόν ούν ότι του μεν νπάρχειν ούκ ίση συλλογισμός έάν μη άμφότεραι ώσιν αι προτάσεις έν τω νπάρχειν, του δ' αναγκαίου ίση και της έτέρας μόνον αναγκαίας ονσης. έν αμφοτέροίς δέ, ίο και καταφατικών και στερητικών όντων των συλλογισμών, ανάγκη την έτέραν πρότασιν όμοια» είναι τω συμπεράσματι {λέγω δε τό όμαίαν, ει μεν ύπάρχον, ύπάρχουσαν, ει δ" αι·αγκαιον, αναγκαίοι')* ώστε και τούτο δήλον, ότι ούκ ίσται τό συμπέρασμα ούτ’ αναγκαΐον ονθ' ύπάρχον είναι μη ληφθείσης αναγκαίας η ύπαρχονσης προτάσεως.
Ιδ Περί μεν ούν του αναγκαίου, πώς γίγνεται και
1 ζωον μισόν d*. Waitz, ita (&cd ζώον in litura) Β: λ'νοντ, μέσον ζωον Ad1: δίπουν μέσον η: μέσον ζωον C, Bekker: om. u.
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other negative, when the universal premiss is negative and apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic ; for if it is impossible for A to apply to any C, and Β applies to some C, A necessarily does not apply to some B. But when the affirmative premiss, whether universal or particular, or the negative particular premiss, is apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic. The rest of the proof will be the same as before,® and the terms will be (1) when the universal affirmative premiss is apodeictic, waking—animal— man (man being the middle term) ; (2) when the affirmative apodeictic premiss is particular, waking— animal—white (for ‘ animal * must apply to something white, but ‘ waking ’ may apply to nothing white, and it is not necessary that ‘ waking * should not apply to some particular animal); (3) when the negative particular premiss is apodeictic, biped—moving— animal (animal being the middle term).
XII.	It is evident, then, that whereas there is no Deductions assertoric syllogism unless both premisses are in the {^oing assertoric mode, there is an apodeictic syllogism even analysis, if only one of the premisses is apodeictic.6 But in both cases, whether the syllogisms are affirmative or negative, one of the premisses must be similar to the conclusion. By ‘ similar ’ I mean that if the conclusion is assertoric the premiss must be assertoric, and if the conclusion is apodeictic the premiss must be apodeictic. Hence this also is clear : that it will not be possible for the conclusion to be either apodeictic or assertoric unless a premiss is taken as apodeictic or assertoric.
With regard, then, to the apodeictic mode of Problematic syllogism, how it is obtained and in what respect it ^Ι1ο^8Π18·
b On this fallacy see 30 a 23 note.
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τινα διαφοράν όχ€ΐ προς το ίσταρχον, tXprrjrai σχύδόν Ικανώς. XIII. π<ρι δ( του ἐι&<χομ*\·ον μετά ταΰτα λόγομ€\· πότε και πώς* και διά τόκον όσται συλλογισμός. λόγιο δ’ όχδόχισϋαι και το όνδςχάμιι·ον, ου μη οντος αι·αγκαιου τιθόντος δ* 20 υπάρχωιν, ονόιν εσται διά τοντ αδυι·ατον (τἀ γάρ αναγκαίου όμωννμιος όι-δόχισθαι λόγομίν). ότι δἐ τοΰτ* ἐστι τό όιδιχόμινον, φανιρον όκ τε τῶν ἐπο-φάσιων και τών καταφήσιων τών αντίκαμίνιον το γάρ ονκ όιδόχίτα ι ότπήρχί,ιν και αδύνατον υπάρχωιν και ανάγκη μη νπήρχιιν ήτοι ταυτά όστιν 2S η άκολονθ*ῖ άλλήλοις, ιοστ( και τα άντικιιμβνα τοντοις, τό ό ιδ όχι τ αι υπήρχαν και ούκ άδυιητον υπήρχαν και ονκ ανάγκη μη ί*πήρχ€ΐν, ήτοι ταυτά εσται η άκολονΟονντα άλλήλοις’ κατά παντός γάρ ή φάσις1 ή ή άπόφασίς ἐστιν, ῖοται άρα τ6 ἐν-διχόμινον ονκ άναγκαΐον και το μή άναγκαΧον όνδιχόμιχον.
80 Συμβαίνει δε πάσας τάς κατά το όιδόχίσΰαι προτάσεις άιπιστρόφιιν άλλι)λαις. λόγιο δὶ ου τάς καταφατικός ταΐς άποφατικαΐς, ιΐλλ’ όσαι καταφατικόν όχονσι τό σχήμα κατά την άντίΟίσιν, οΐον το όνδόχεσθαι υπήρχαν τα* όνδόχισΰαι μή υπάρχίΐν, και το παντι όιδόχισΟαι τώ όνόόχ€σθαι μηδινι και Εἶ. μή παντι, και τό τινι τώ μή τινι· τον αυτόν ό€ τροπον και όπι τών άλλων. όπ(1 γάρ τό €νδ*χό-1 όά·ης ΛΗ: κΊτά^σιΐ.
• Cf. 2ζ η 37.
b This is not proved by the preceding argument. It l* indeed implied there that unless ά»αγ*αίο» υπάρχει* = ονκ αναγκαίον μη υπάρχω· it cannot lx* equivalent to Μιχόμον* υπάρχω ιν. Hut one would exjx-ct explicit proof of so important a point, and I am therefore disposed to afrrr<? with Becker 254
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differs from the assertoric, we have given, broadly-speaking, a sufficient account. XIII. Next we shall state with regard to the possible, when and in what sense and by what means we shall get a syllogism. I call a thing possible if when, not being necessary, it is assumed to be true, no impossibility will thereby be involved. (<I say ‘ not being necessary ’> because we apply the term ‘ possible ’ equivocally to that which is necessary.®) That this is the meaning of the expression ‘ to be possible ’ is evident if we consider the contradictory negations and affirmations. For ‘ it is not possible that it should apply ’ and ‘ it cannot apply ’ and ‘ it is necessary that it should not apply * are either the same or imply one another ; and so their contradictories, ‘ it is possible that it should apply ’ and ‘ it can apply ’ and ‘ it is not necessary that it should not apply * are either the same or imply one another ; for either the assertion or the negation is predicated of every subject. That which is possible, then, will not be necessary ; and that which is not necessary will be possible.b
It follows that all problematic premisses are convertible with one another. I mean, not that the affirmative are convertible with the negative, but that all which have an affirmative form are convertible with their opposites : e.g., * to be possible to apply ’ with ' to be possible not to apply * and ‘ to be possible to apply to all * with ‘ to be possible to apply to none ’ or ‘ not to apply to all ’ ; and ‘ to be possible to apply to some ’ with ‘ to be possible not to apply to some ’ ; and similarly in the remaining cases. For
{A.T.M. 11-13) that the ‘argument’ is the addition of a well-meaning pupil. Maier {Syllogistik des Aristoteles, II. i. 139-140) seems to evade the difficulty.
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μενον ούκ εστιν άναγκαϊον, τό δε μὴ αναγκαίο* * εγχωρεΐ μη ύπάρχειν, φαιδρόν ότι ει ενδεχεται τἀ Α τω Β ύπάρχειν, ενδεχεται και μη ύπάρχειν· καί 40 ει παντί ενδεχεται ύπάρχειν, και τταντί ὲνδἐχεται 82 b μη ύπάρχειν. ομοίως δε κάπί των ἐν μίγει κατα-φάσεων' ή γάρ αυτή άπόδειξις. εισί δ* αι τοιαυτα* προτάσεις κατηγορικαί και ον στε ρητικαι· τό γάρ ενδεχεσθαι τω εΐναι ομοίως τάττεται, καθάπερ ελεχση πρότερον.
ι Αιωρισμενων δε τούτων πάλιν λεγομεν ότι τό εΐ’δεχεσθαι κατά δ νο λεγεται τρόπους, ίνα μιν τό ως επί τό πολύ γίγΐ’εσϋαι καί διαλείπειν τό αναγκαίου, οϊον τό πολιούσθαι άνθρωπον η τό αύζά~ νεσθαι η φθίνε ιν, η όλως τό πεφυκός ύπαρχε ιν (τούτο γάρ ον συνεχές μεν ι χει τό άναγκαϊον δια, ίο τό μη αει είναι αι·θρωπον, όιπος μέντοι άνθρωπον ὴ εξ ανάγκης η ως επί τό πολύ ἐστιν), άλλον δἐ τό αόριστον, ο καί ούτως καί μη ούτως δυνατόν, οϊον τό βαδίζειν ζίρον η τό βαδίζοντας γενόσθαι σεισμόν, η ολως τό ἀπό τύχης γιγνόμιιον* ούδ^ν γαρ μάλλον ιι ούτως πεφυκεν η ει·αιπιως. άιτιεχτρόφει μιν ούν καί κατά τάς άι-τικειμε'ιας προτάσεις Ικάτερον των ενδεχόμενων, ου μην τον αυτόν γε τρόπον, άλλα τό μεν πεφυκός εΓι·αι τω μη εξ ανάγκης ύπαρχε ιν (ούτω γάρ ενδεχεται μη πολιούσθαι άινρωπον), τό δ* αόριστον τω μηδέν μάλλον ούτως η εκεινως.
•	25 b 21.
*	The distinction is not dearly r*prr**cd. end ha* nothing to do with necessity. In the former sense the possible is
probable but not necessary, and its opposite Is therefore improbable but not impossible. In the latter sense the possible is neither necessary nor more probable than its opposite. See Introd. p. 191.
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since the possible is not necessary, and that which is not necessary may not apply, it is evident that if it is possible for A to apply to B, it is also possible for it not to apply ; and if it is possible for it to apply to all B, it is also possible for it not to apply to all. Similarly too in the case of particular affirmations ; for the same proof obtains. Such premisses are affirmative, not negative; for the senses of ‘ to be possible * correspond to those of ‘ to be/ as has been already stated.®
Having made these distinctions clear, we may further remark that the expression ‘ to be possible ’ is used in two senses : (1) to describe what generally happens but falls short of being necessary, e.g., a mans becoming grey-haired or growing or wasting away, or in general that which is naturally applicable to a subject (for such an attribute has no continuous necessity, because a man does not always exist ; but so long as a man exists the attribute applies to him either of necessity or as a general rule) ; and (2) to describe the indeterminate, which is capable of happening both in a given way and otherwise : e.g., the walking of an animal, or the happening of an earthquake while it is walking, or in general a chance occurrence ; for it is no more natural that such a thing should happen in one way than in the opposite way. The possible in each of these two senses, then, is convertible with its opposite premiss ; not, however, in the same way. That which is naturally so converts because it does not necessarily apply (for it is in this sense that it is possible for a man not to become grey-haired) ; but the indeterminate converts because it happens no more in one way than in another.6
ι 2
Two senses of the possible:
(1) That which happens usually but not necessarily;
(2) That which happens or does not happen indifferently.
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*Κπιστημη hi και συλλογισμός αποδειχτικός τῶν μεν αορίστων ονκ tori hia το στακτόν tlvai το 20 μόσον, των δε πιφυκότων Ιστι, και σχςΒον οι λόγοι και αι σκόφιις γίγΐΌΐται ττ(ρι των οντα>ς {ι·Βιχο· μόνων €Κ€ινων δ ιγχωριι μεν γιΜθθθΑ συλ-λογισμόν, ου μην (ϊωθό γε ζητιΐσθαι.
Ταοτα μιν ουν Βιορισθι]σιται μάλλον iv τοΐς όπομινοις’ νυν hi λόγομιν ποτε και τις «mu is συλλογισμός (κ των Αδίχομόνων προτασιων.
Έπει hi τό α-Βόχισθαι τόόι τόψ< ύττάρχιιν διχῶς Ι στ ι ν όκλαβιΐν η γαρ ω νηάρχιι τ oh< η ψ όνόόχίται αυτό ύπάρχιιν (τό γαρ καθ' ου τό Β τἀ Λ ἐν-Βόχΐσθαι τούτων σημαίνιι ΰάτιρον, η καθ' ου Λέγεται τό Β η καθ' ου (ΐ·όόχ€ται λίγισθαι, τό hi καθ* eo ου τό Β τό Α €ΐ-όίχισθαι η παντι τ<μ Β τἀ Α όγχωριιν οόδεν διαφέρει)* φανιρον ότι Βιχώς αν λόγοι το τό Α τω Β παντι όνόόχισθαι ύπαρχςιν. πρώτον ουν ίίπωμί,ν, 11 καθ* ου τό Γ τό Β ev~ δέχεται, και καθ' ου τό Β τό Α, τις ίσται καί ποιος συλλογισμός* οότω γαρ αι προτάσεις αμφο-85 τεραι λαμβάιχηται κατο τό όνόόχισθαι, όταν hi
• The middle lerm is here treated u proximate cause; cf. An. Post. I. 7S b 4, II. ii., i»3 a 3 ff. For the general sense cf. Met. VI, (Ej, ii., XI. (Kj, viii.. An. Post. I. xxx.
b There is no obvious fulfilment of this promise. Jenkin-son refers to An. Post. I. viii.
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There is no scientific knowledge or demonstrative syll°gism of indeterminate propositions, because the middle term a is not established ; but there are both in the case of propositions Avhich are naturally applicable, and, speaking broadly, it is with propositions which are possible in this sense that all discussions and inquiries are concerned. There can be a syllogism of those which are possible in the other sense, but it is not usually required.
These distinctions shall receive fuller treatment later.6 Our present concern is to state in what circumstances a syllogism can be drawn from problematic premisses, and what the nature of the syllogism will be.
Since the statement that it is possible for one term to apply to another can be taken in two different senses, viz., either that it may apply to a subject to which the other term applies, or that it may apply to a subject to which the other term may apply (for the statement that A may be predicated of that of which Β is predicated means one of two things : either that it may be predicated of the subject of which Β is predicated, or that it may be predicated of the subject of which Β may be predicated ; and the statement that A may be predicated of the subject of which Β is predicated differs in no way from the statement that A may apply to all B) ; it is evident that there are two senses in which it can be said that A may apply to all B. First, then, let us state what and of what kind the syllogism will be if Β may be predicated of the subject of which C may be predicated, and A may be predicated of the subject of which Β may be predicated, for in this type both premisses are problematic ; but when A may be
259
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καθ* ου τό Β ύπάρχει τ6 Α ένδέχηται, ἦ μιν ὑττ-άρχουσα η δ* ενδεχόμενη- ώοτ* ἀπἀ των όμοιο· σχημόνων1 άρκτέον, καθάπερ καί tv τοΐς άλλοις.
XIV. Όταν ονν το Α παντί τω Β ένδέχηται καί τό Β παντί τω Γ# συλλογισμός έσται τέλειος ότι 40 τό Λ παντί τω Γ ενδέχεται ύπάρχειν. τούτο Bi Ζ3 λ φανερόν εκ του ορισμού■ τό γαρ ενδεχεσθαι παντι ύπαρχε ιν ούτως ε λι γομεν, ομοίως Bi καί ει τό μεν Α ενδέχεται μηδένι τω H τό δε Β παντὶ τῷ Γ, άτι τό Α ενδεχεται μηδενι τῷ Γ* τό γαρ καθ* οὐ τἀ Β ενδεχεται τό Α μη ένδέχεσθαι τούτ* ἡν, τό μηδέν 5 απολείπει ν τών υπό τό Β ενδεχομένων.
"Οταν δε τό Α παντι τω Β ένδέχητειι τό Bi Β ένδέχηται μηδενι τω Γ, δια μεν των ειλημμένων προτάσεων ούδεις γίγνεται συλλογισμός, αντί· στραφείσης δε της Β Γ κατά τό ενδέχεετθαι γί· γΐ'εται 6 αντος δσπερ πρότερον, επει γαρ ενδέχεται κ, τό Β μηδενι τω Γ ύπάρχειν, ενδέχεται καί παντι ύπαρχε ι ν (τοΰτο δ* είρηται πρότερον), ωστ ει το μεν Β παντι τω Γ τό δ* Α παντι τω Β, πάλιν 6 αυτός γίγνεται συλλογισμός, ομοίως δε και ει προς άμφοτερας τας προτάσεις η άπόφασις τεθείη μετά του ενδεχεσθαι· λέγω δ* οΐον ει τό Α ένδε'χεται 16 μηδενι των Β και τό Β μηδενι των Γ* δια μεν γαρ των ειλημμένων προτάσεων ούδεις γίγιεται συλλογισμός, άντιστρεφομένων δε πάλιν ό αυτός coreα ως και πρότερον, φανερόν ονν ότι της άποφκχσεως τιθέμενης προς τό ελαττον άκρο ν η προς άμφοτερας τἀ? προτάσεις η ου γίγνεται συλλογισμός η γίγνεται 20 μιν ἀλλ* ου τέλειος’ έκ γαρ της αντίστροφης γίγνεται τό άναγκαΐον.
1 ομοιόσχημων Α*.
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predicated of the subject of which Β is predicated, one premiss is problematic and the other assertoric.
Let us, then, begin with the type whose premisses are similar in quality, as in the other examples.
XIV. When A may apply to all B, and Β to all C, there will be a perfect syllogism to the effect that A may apply to all C. This is evident from the definition ; for we said a that ‘ to be possible to apply to all * has this meaning. Similarly also if A may apply to no B, and Β may apply to all C, there will be a syllogism to the effect that A may apply to no C ; for we saw b that the proposition that A may not be predicated of the subject of which Β may be predicated means that none of the possibilities which fall under the term Β is wanting.
When, however, A may apply to all Β and Β may Fir^flgure. apply to no C, we get no syllogism by means of the premisses premisses so taken ; but when the premiss BC is con- P[°cblem' verted in respect of possibility, we get the same (Ὁ syllogism as before.0 For since Β may apply to no ^yuogisms. C, it may also apply to all C (this has been stated above) ; and so if Β may apply to all C and A may apply to all B, we get the same syllogism again.
Similarly also supposing the negative sense to refer to both premisses in conj unction with the sense of possibility. I mean, e.g., if A may apply to no B, and Β to no C ; for we get no syllogism by means of the premisses so taken, but on their conversion we shall have once again the same syllogism as before. Thus it is evident that if the negative refers to the minor term or to both the premisses we either get no syllogism, or get a syllogism which is not perfect; for the necessary conclusion depends upon the conversion.
α 32 b 25 ff.	& 32 b 38-40.	* 32 a 29 if.
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’Ear δ* η μ ἐν καθόλου τών προτάσεων ἡ δ* ἱκ μίρει ληφθη, προς μῖν τό μεῖζον άκρον καολίνης της καθόλου συλλογισμός ϊστ αι τ ίλαος. α γαρ τό Α πανπι τῷ Β ίνόίχιται τό δἐ Β τινι τῷ Γ, τἀ Λ τινι τῷ Γ ἐι·δἐχεται· τοῦτο δε φαχτρόν €Κ του 21 ορισμού του ίνόίχίσθαι παντι.1 πάλιν it το Α ίνόίχ€ται μηόαί τῷ Β τό δἐ Β τινι τῶν Γ ῖνδἐχτται νπάρχαν, ανάγκη τό Α αόίχίσθαι τινι τών 1 μὴ υπάρχωιν απόόαζις δ’ η αύτη. iav hi σπρητικη ληφθη η ἐν μίρ€ι πρότασις η hi καθόλου κατα-φατικη, τῇ	0ἐσει ομοίως ίχωσιν—οϊον τό μλν
so Α παντι τω Β ο·δὑμται τό 3ἐ H τινι τω Γ ίνόίχίται μη νπάρχαν—hia μα· των ίίλτ^μμίνων προτάσεων ον γίγνίται φανερος συλλογισμός, άντι-στραφίίσης hi της ίν μόρα και ηθίντος τον Β τινι τῷ Γ ίνόίχΐσθαι ίττάρχαν τό αυτό ϊσται συμπέρασμα ο και πρότίρον, καθάπίρ iv τοΐς ίζ ὰρΧἡμ
35 Έάν δ* η πρός τό μάζον άκρον ίν μόρα ληφ>θη ή hi πρός τό ίλαττον καθόλου, ίάν τ* άμφότιραι καταφατικοί ηθώσιν ἐάν τε σπρητικαι iav τε μη ομοιοσχι^μοπς ἐάν τ’ αμφόπραι άόιόριστοι η κατο, μίμος, ουόαμώς ίσται συλλογισμός■ ουδἐν γὲρ κώλυα τό Β xmipriivnv του Λ καί μη καττρκ>ρα· 40 σθαι ἐπ* ίσων' ω δ’ ιππρπίνα τό Β του Α, αληφθω 33 b τό Γ* tout eo γαρ ονπ παντι ο νη μηhivt οντ€ τινι ονη μή τινι ίνόίχ€ται τό Α νπάρχαν, amp άντι-στρίφουσιν αι κατά, τό ίνόίχ€σθαι προτάσας καί τό Β πλiίoσιv ενόίχ€ται η τό Α ίττάρχ^ιν. cn hi και ίκ τών ορών φαιδρόν ο ιτ ω γαρ ίχουσών
1 ιταντί (delcto, quod cct. omnes fere habent codil., αβγ*) Β: om. Bekker.
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If one of the premisses is taken as universal and §Jrticular the other as particular, when the major premiss is syllogisms, universal there will be a perfect syllogism. For if A may apply to all B, and Β to some C, A may apply to some C. This is evident from the definition of * to be possible to apply to all.* a Again, if A may apply to no B, and Β may apply to some C, it necessarily follows that A may not apply to some C. The proof is the same as before. But if the particular premiss is negative and the universal affirmative, the premisses being in the same relation as before—i.e., if A may apply to all B, and Β may not apply to some C—, we get no obvious syllogism by means of the premisses so taken, but when the particular premiss is converted, i.e., when Β is taken as possibly applying to some C, we shall have the same conclusion as before,b just as in the first examples.0
If the major premiss is particular and the minor universal, whether they are both taken as affirmative, or both as negative, or as dissimilar in form ; or if both are taken as indefinite or particular ; in none of these cases will there be a syllogism. For there is nothing to prevent the term Β from having a wider extension than the term A, and not being coterminous with it in predication. Let C represent the difference in extension between Β and A. (Then there will be no syllogism,) for it is not possible that A should either apply to all or apply to none or apply to some or not apply to some of C ; that is, if the problematic premisses are convertible and Β may apply to more subjects than those to which A may apply. Further, this fact can be clearly shown by taking examples of terms ; for the premisses are related in this way both
e 32 b 25 ff.	6 1. 24.	e 32 b 5-17.
263
ARISTOTLE
83 b
ι τῶν προτάσεων το πρώτον τω εσχάτφ χαὶ ουῖοι ενδεχεται και παντϊ νπάρχειν άναγκαίον. οροί δό κοινοί πάντων του μεν νπάρχειν εξ ανάγκης ζωον— λευκόν—άνθρωπος, του δε μη ειδ/χεσθαι ζῷο>*— λευκόν—ίμάτιον.
Φανερόν ουν τούτον τον τρόπον Ιχόντων των όρων ότι ούδείί τὴ/νεται συλλογισμός' η γαρ τον ίο νπάρχειν η του εξ άιόγκης η του ει·δεχεσθαι πας εστι συλλογισμός. του μεν ουν νπάρχειν καί τον άναγκαίον φανερόν ότι ούκ εστιν, ό μεν γαρ κατα-φατικός αναιρείται τω στερητικά), ό δε στερητικός τω καταφατικά)· λείπεται δη του ενδε'χεσθαι είναι· το Οτ ο δ* αδύνατον δε'δεικται γαρ ότι ούτως ν εχόντων των όρων καί παντι τω εσχάτω τό πρώτον ανάγκη και ούδο-ί είδε χε τα ι νπάρχειν ωοτ ούκ αν είη τού ειδε^εσθαι συλλογισμός* τό γαρ άναγκαίον ούκ ἡν ειδεχόμειον.
Φανερόν δε ότι καθόλου τών όρων όντων εν ταΐς ενδεχομει·α ι ς προτάσεσιν αει γιγνεται συλλογισμός 2ο εν τω πρώτω σχηματι, και κατηγορικών καί στερητικών όντων, πλην κατηγορικών μεν τέλειος, στερητικών δε ατελής.
Δεῖ δε τό ενδεχεσθαι λαμβά\·ειν μη εν τοίς άναγκαίοις, άλλα κατο, τον ειρημενον διορισμόν ενίοτε δε λανθάνει τό τοιούτον.
25 XV. Έαν δ* ή μεν νπάρχειν η 3* ενδεχεσθαι λαμβάνηται τών προτάσεων, όταν μεν η προς τό μεΐζον άκρον ενδεχεσθαι σημαίνη, τελειοί τ εσονται πάντες οι συλλογισμοί και του ενδεχεσθαι κατά, τον ειρημενον διορισμόν, όταν 5* ἡ προς τό
β Since the premisses give contradictory conclusions, no inference of fact or necessity can be drawn from them.
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when the first term cannot apply to any and when it must apply to all of the last. Examples of terms common to all cases where the first term must apply to the last are animal—white—man ; where it cannot apply, animal—white—cloak.
Thus it is evident that when the terms are related in this way we get no syllogism ; for every syllogism is either assertoric or apodeictic or problematic. Νσνν evidently there is no assertoric or apodeictic syllogism in this case ; for the affirmative is invalidated by the negative conclusion, and the negative by the affirmative.® The remaining alternative, then, is that the syllogism should be problematic. But this is impossible ; for it has been shown that the terms are related in this way both when the first must apply to all, and when it can apply to none, of the last. Thus there cannot be a problematic syllogism ; for we have seen 6 that that which is necessary is not possible.
It is also evident that when the terms in problematic premisses are universal, we always get a syllogism in the first figure, whether the terms are both positive or both negative ; with the difference, however, that when they are positive the syllogism is perfect, and when they are negative it is imperfect.
The term ‘ possible ’ must be understood, not with reference to that which is necessary, but in accordance with the definition already given.0 Points of this kind are sometimes overlooked.
XV.	If one of the premisses is assertoric and the other problematic, when it is the major premiss that expresses possibility, all the syllogisms will be perfect and will be of the * possible ’ type in accordance with the definition of possibility given aboved; but
6 32 a 28.	* 32 a 18.	d 32 a 18.
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B. One
assertoric and one problematic premiss.
(1) Both premisses universal.
ARISTOTLE
ελαττον, ἀτελεῖ? τε πάντ€ς, καί οι σηρητικοϊ των 80 συλλογισμών ου του κατο, τον διορισμόν ἐνδεχο-μόνου, αλλά του μηδζνι rj μη παντι ανάγκης ύπάρχ€ΐν €ΐ γάρ μηδ(νί η μη παντι ίξ ανάγκης, όνδόχζσθαί φαμ€ν και μηδςνϊ και μη παντι νπάρχ€ΐν.
*Ενδ€χόσθω γάρ το Α παντι τω Β, τἀ ό€ Β παντι τω Γ κίίσθω νπάρχ€ΐν * *π€ΐ οὐν ὑπο τἀ Β 8ύ ἐστί το Γ τω Si Β παι·τι οδεύεται τἀ Α, φανερόν οτι και τω Γ παντι ο·δεχεται. γίγιχται δἡ τέλθος συλλογισμός. ομοίως Si καί στιρητικης οΰσης της Α Β προτάσ€ως της Si Β Γ καταφατικής, και της μίν όνδίχισθαι της Si ΰπάρχ€ΐν λαμ· βανούσης, τελείου συλλογισμός οτι το Α όνδίχςται 40 μηδςνι τω Γ υπάρχιιν.
84 λ *Ότι μῖν ονν του ύπάρχαν τι0<μόνον προς το όλαττον άκρον τἐλειοι γίγινιται συλλογισμοί, φανερόν ότι δ* ς\’αντίως όχοιπος ΐσονται συλλογισμοί δια του αδυνάτου δεικτέον* άμα δ* <σται δήλον και ότι άτιλίΐς· η γάρ δίΐζις ουκ 2κ των 5 €ΐλημμόνων προτάσεων.
Πρώτον Si λίκτίον ότι €ι του Α οντος ανάγκη το Β είναι, και δυνατού οντος του Α δυνατόν ἴσται τό Β ανάγκης, ίστω γάρ ούτως όχόντων τό μεν ἐφ* ω το Α δυνατόν, τό δ’ ἐφ* φ τό Β αδύνατον. ει οΰν τό μεν δυνατόν, ότ€ δυνατόν εἰναι, ίο γόνοιτ αν, τό δ’ αδύνατον, οτ* αδύνατον, ούκ αν γόνοιτο, άμα δ* €ΐ τό Α δυνατόν καί τό Β αδύνατον, όνδόχοιτ* αν τό Α γςνόσθαι avev του Β, «ί Si
α This is a mistake on Aristotle's part ; the qualification applies equally to the affirmative syllogism». It is due to the fact that proof per impossibile cannot establish both values of a problematic premiss. S<*e note on SI b 6.
* C/. 25 a 37, 35 a 20.
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when it is the minor premiss, they will all be imperfect, and such as are negative ° will not be ‘ possible * in accordance with the definition, but will be to the effect that the predicate does not necessarily apply to any, or to all, of the subject ; for if it does not necessarily apply to any or to all, we say that it may apply to none or may not apply to all.6
For example, let A possibly apply to all B, and let it be assumed that Β applies to all C. Then since C atic, minor falls under B, and A may apply to all B, evidently assertonc· A may apply to all C. Thus we get a perfect syllogism. Similarly too if the premiss AB is negative and BC affirmative, the former being problematic and the latter assertoric, there is a perfect syllogism to the effect that A may apply to no C.
Thus it is evident that when the assertoric sense refers to the minor extreme we get perfect syllogisms ; but to prove that syllogisms will result when it is in the opposite relation we must employ reduction ad impossibile. At the same time it will also become apparent that these syllogisms will be imperfect ; for the proof will not be drawn from the premisses originally assumed.
We must first observe that if when A is, Β must Proof thaMf be, then if A is possible, Β must necessarily beandAiT ’ possible.0 For assuming this relation d between Α Ρ°^^ΐ8ο and B, let us suppose A to be possible and Β im- be possible, possible. Then (1) if the possible, when it is possible for it to be, may come to be, but the impossible, when it is impossible, cannot come to be ; and also (2) if A is possible and Β impossible, then it may be possible for A to come to be apart from Β ; and if
cOf. Metaphysics, IX. (Θ) 1047 b 14-30. d i.e. that A implies B.
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γενέσθαι, και tlvar τ6 γάρ ycyovo?,^orT(^y*yovtvt tarriv. δεῖ δἐ λαμβάι·€ΐν μἡ μόνον cv τῇ γ*ν4θ€ΐ τό αδύνατον και δυνατόν, αλλα *αι ἐν τψ αλη-ιι OevtoOai και tv τω ύττάρχίΐν, και οσαχως άλλως λέγεται τό δι/νατόν tv άττασι γαρ ομοίως εζει. £τι τό οντος τον Α τό Β tlvai ουχ ως ενός τιιχ>ς οντος του Α τό Β έσται δεῖ ῶτολαβεΐν ου νβρ όσην ούδεν ανάγκης ένος τινος οντος, αλλα δυοΐν έλαχίστοιν, οΐον όταν αι προτασας ούτως έχωσιν ως έλέχθη κατ α τον σΐ'λλογισμον* <ι *ο τό Γ κατά τοθ Δ τό δἐ Λ κατο τοΰ Ζ, και το Ι κατά τοΰ Ζ ανάγκης· και ti δυι·ατον δ εκατερον, και τό συμπέρασμα δυι·ατον. ώσπερ οtv ει τις θείη τό μεν Α rei? ττροτάσας τό δἐ Β το συμπέρασμα, συμβαίνοι αν ου μόνον αναγκαίου τοΰ Α όντο? ναι τό Β είναι άχ-αγκαιον, αλλα καί δννατοΰ δυνατόν.
25 Τοάτου δἐ δειχθέντος φαιδρόν ότι φεύδους νττο· τεθέιηος και μη αδυνάτου καί τό σνμβαινον δια την ύπόθεσιν φευδος έσται και ονκ ὁῦὐνατον. οΐον 11 τό Α φενδος μιν ι στ ι μη μέντοι αδύνατον, οντος δε τοΰ Α τό Β tori, καί τό Β έσται φ(ΰδος μεν ου μέντοι αδύνατον επει γάρ δέδεικται ότι eo ει τοΰ Α 6\τος τό Β έστι, και δυνατού οντος τοΰ Α έσται τό Β δυνατόν, νπόκειται δε τό Α διἴνατὲν είναι, και τό Β ίσται δυνατόν ει γαρ αδύνατον, άμα δυνατόν εσται τό αυτό και αδύνατον.
Διωρισμένων δη τούτων ντταρχέτω τό Α παντί 85 τω Β, τό δε Β τταιη-1 τῷ Γ έιδεχέσϋω’ ανάγκη
• The reference seems to be to 21 b 18, but the point is never proved ; cf. 40 b S3. An. Post. 73 a 8, 04 a 24.
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to come to be, then to be ; for that which has come to be, when it has come to be, is. We must understand the terms * possible ’ and ‘ impossible ’ with respect not only to generation but also to true statement and to attribution, and in all the other senses in which the term ‘ possible ’ is used ; for the same principle will obtain in all of them. Further, we must not suppose that the proposition ‘ if A is, Β is ’ means that Β will be if some one assumption A is granted ; for nothing necessarily follows from the granting of one assumption : two at least are required, as, e.g., when the premisses are related as we said ° with respect to the syllogism. For if C is predicated of D, and D of E, C must also be predicated of E. Moreover, if each of the premisses is possible, the conclusion is also possible. Thus supposing that A represents the premisses and Β the conclusion, it will follow, not only that when A is necessary Β is necessary too, but also that when A is possible Β is possible.
As the result of this proof it is evident that if a Hence if a hypothesis is false b but not impossible, the result ^sSbie,1Sits which is reached by means of the hypothesis will be false but not impossible. For example, if A is false ate the but not impossible, and if when A is, Β is, then Β conclusion· will be false but not impossible. For since it has been proved that if when A is, Β is, when A is possible,
Β will also be possible ; and since it is assumed that A is possible, then Β will also be possible ; for if it is impossible, the same thing will be at once possible and impossible.
Now that we have made these points clear, let us assume that A applies to all B, and that Β may minor
k For the sense of * false ’ here see 34 a 37.
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81 a
ουν το Λ rrairrl τώ Γ έΐ'δέχισθαι ίητάρχαν. μη γάρ ένδίχέσθω, το δι Β παντί τώ Γ κιίσθω ῶς ύπαρχο ν τούτο δι φίϋδος μιν ου μέντοι ἀδὑνατον. € ί ουν τό μα- Α /ι ἡ ίνδέχ(ται τώ Γ το δἐ Β παντί υπάρχωι τώ Γ, τό Λ οι) παντί τώ Β ο·δἐχεται* * 40 γίγΐ’€ται γάρ συλλογισμός δια του τρίτου σχήματος. ἀλλ’ ύπέκατο παντί ίι-δέχισθαι νπάρχιιν αιαγκη 84 b άρα τό Λ παντί τώ Γ ένδέχισΟαΐ" φινόους γάρ τίθέντος καί ουκ αδυνάτου το συμβαΐνον ἐστιν αδύνατον.
*	i.e. it i< not implied by thr oripivil prcmUs. Cf. Alexander IW. 16-20 : H«'krr, .1.7*.Μ. £5 f.
*	If Aristotle means this conclusion to be apodciclic he Ι»
inconsistent; cf. SI b 37 tT. Ik-ckcr »uggc&t* that »incc άιάγκη is often usrtl merely to indicAtc the necessary relation of conclusion to prcinUwii, oi« JiM+rrai may be uvd here in the same srnsc. At l*cst the	U unhappy. It
seems more likely that Aristotle was deceived by his own formula. See next note.
*	Actually the assumption wm tJwt A applies to all B. Probably Aristotle employs the weaker form as bdn* the normal contradictory of ; Λ cannot apply to all Β * (see previous note). The suixstitution dors not affect the validity
of the argument.
4 The form of the argument (and it* fallacy) can be dearly seen in the following example, for which 1 am indebted to
Professor Τ. M. Knox :
If (a) All Fellows arc wise and (6) ΛII graduates may be Fellow» to prove that (c) All graduates may be wise.
Assume the contradictory of (c), viz.,
(d)	Some graduates cannot be wise.
For (6) substitute the false but not impossible premise
(e)	All graduates arc Fellows.
.·. If) Some Fellows [cannot be] arc not wise.
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apply to all C, Then it necessarily follows that A problem-may apply to all C. r or let us assume that it cannot per impos-possibly apply, and let Β be taken as applying to all ^%oth C (this is false,a but not impossible). If then A premisses cannot apply to (all) C, but Β applies to all C, A affirmatlve· cannot b apply to all Β ; for we get a syllogism by means of the third figure. But ex hypothesi A may c apply to all B. Hence it necessarily follows that A may apply to all C ; for by making a false though not impossible assumption we get an impossible result.d
But this is incompatible with
(a) All Fellows [may be] are wise [. *. since (c) is not incompatible with (a)
(d) must be incompatible with (a)].
.·. (c), the contrary of (ἀ), must be true.
First it should be noted that the proof excludes the negative values of (6). It could only establish that no graduates are necessarily not wise (cf. 33 b 29). But it fails even to do this. The flaws in the argument are indicated by square brackets. The first two have been noted above, and are relatively unimportant. In the third case the argument clearly depends upon some tacit assumption, which Becker (Λ.Τ.Μ. 53) formulates thus :
Wenn Gj£ & G2£ unmoglich ist in bezug auf F£,
G2£ dagegen moglich ist	„	„
dann ist Gj unmoglich	„	„
In my opinion his formula is too general and his examples unsuitable for the case in hand. The assumption is rather:
If the conjunction of two premisses (d) and \e) gives a conclusion (/) which is incompatible with a given hypothesis (a), whereas one of these premisses (e) is compatible with the said hypothesis, then the other premiss (/) must be incompatible with the said ΗίφοΐΗεβΐβ.
It will be seen that in our example neither (d) nor (e) is in itself incompatible with (a). The incompatibility only becomes apparent when each premiss is examined in the light of the other ; i.e., it is the result of their conjunction.
Thus Aristotle's assumption is unsound and the proof fails.
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*Κγχωρεΐ δε κ·αι δια του ττρωτού σώματος ποίησαι το άδι/ιὉτον ΟΛ·τα? τω Γ τό Β υπάρχεις ει γάρ το Β παντι τω Γ υπάρχει το δέ Α παντι τῷ ι Β ενδέχεται, καν τω Γ παιπι έι·δέχθΐτο τὸ Α* ἀΛΛ’ ύπέκειτο μη παιτι έγχωρεΐν.
Δεῖ δε Ααμβάνειν τδ παχ·τι νπάρχειν μη κατά χρόνον όρίσαντας, οΐον νυν η εν τωδε τῷ χρσνι^, άΛλ’ απλώς·· δια τοιοι/ταῬ ytip προτάσεων καί τους ίο συλλογισμούς ποιονμεν, έπε'ι κατ α γε το νυν λαμβανομει·ης της προτάσεως ονκ έσται συλλογισμός · ούόέν γάρ Ισως κωλύει ποτε και παντϊ κινούμενα> άνθρωπον νπάρχειν, οΓον ει μηδέν άλλο κινοιτο* τό δέ κινούμενου έ\·δέχεται παιπι ιππω· άλλ’ άνθρωπον ούδενί ιππω έιδέχεται. έτι έστω 16 τό μεν πρώτον ζωον, το δε μέσον κινούμενου, το δ* έσχατον άνθρωπος· αι μεν ονν προτάσεις ομοίως έξουσι, το δέ συμπέρασμα αναγκαίου, ούκ ένδεχό·
•	Ι follow the traditional view that this paragraph is intended to offer an alternative ptr impnttihil* proof of the syllogism in ἶΙΙ a Sl-iW. If »r keep the Mine example λλ before, the argument appears to be ι
The premisM·* (p) All Fr I low* may be %rls« and (*) All praduntrs arc Fellow» which are compatible with the original prcmlvv* (a) and (6), give the conclusion (r) ΛII praHuntr* may he wlv. which is therefore compatible with (a) and (6). Hence (ἄ), the contradictory of (<*). is incompatible with (a) And (6), And therefore false. Therefore (<·) b true.
The argument only establishes the conclusion λλ λ possibility, not as a necessary inference. Hence Becker (A.T.M. 57) offers a different explanation ; inpprnious but hardly convincing
*	This warning against temporal qualifications was no doubt designed to defend the forrgr>ing sylloeism against objections in the form of the example which follow Ui the 272
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We can also exhibit an impossibility through the first figure, by assuming that Β applies to C. For if Β applies to all C, and A may apply to all Β, A may also apply to all C. But it was assumed that it cannot apply to all.a
We must understand the expression ‘ applying to all,’ not as qualified in respect of time,b e.g., ‘ now ’ or ‘ at such-and-such a time,’ but in an absolute sense ; for it is by means of premisses taken in this latter way that we effect our syllogisms. If the premiss is taken as relating to the present moment, there will be no syllogism. For presumably there is no reason why at some time ‘ man ’ should not apply to everything that is in motion: i.e., if nothing else were then in motion ; but the term * in motion * may apply to all horses, and ‘ man ’ cannot apply to any horse. Again, let us take the first term as * animal/ the middle as * in motion,’ and the last as ‘ man.’ Then the premisses will be related in the same way as before, but the conclusion is apodeictic
text. The whole paragraph, however, is ill thought out. We have already seen that the major premiss above is treated now as assertoric, now as problematic. Presumably we are here to regard it as assertoric ; although the formula ovSev κώλυα, etc., points more naturally to a problematic sense. If assertoric. the judgement ‘ everything in motion is a man * is certainly not universal but collective or enumerative. But the fallacy of the syllogism in which it appears as major premiss is due rather to the incompatibility of the two premisses ; the conditions which validate the major exclude the minor.
In the second example the conclusion ‘ all men may be animals ’ is the only legitimate inference from the premisses, which are perfectly compatible. Aristotle apparently rejects it because he expects a valid conclusion to state the full and permanent logical relation between the terms which it contains. Cf. Introd. p. 188.
Universal premisses must have no temporal qualification.
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με νο ν έ£ ανάγκης γάρ 6 άιΌρωπος ζῷον. φανερόν ούν οτι το καθόλου ληπτέον απλώς, καί ου χρόνω δι ορίζοντας.
Πάλιν corto στ(ρητικΐ) πρότασις καθόλου ὴ ΑΒ, to και είληφθω τό μιν Α μηδει ι τῷ Β ύπάρχειν, το δε Β παντί ένδεχέσθω ύπαρχειν τω Γ. τούτων ούν τίθόιτων ανάγκη τό Α ένδέχεσθαι μηδενι τῷ Γ ύπάρχειν. μη γάρ cVδεχέαθω, τό δε Β τ<μ Γ κείσθω ύπαρχον, καθάπερ π port ρο ν άναγκη δἡ τό Α τινι τώ Β ιητάρχειν γιγι·εται γαρ σνλ-ν> λογισμός δια τον τρίτου σχήματος, τούτο δἐ αδύνατον ὧστ* * ενδεχοιτ* αν τό Α μηδενι τώ Ρ* φενδονς γάρ τεθέντος άδάι·ατον τἀ συμβαΐνον. οντος ονν ό συλλογισμός ούκ εστι του κατά τον δι ορισμόν ο ·δεχομένον, άλλά τον μηδενι έζ άνάγκης· αντη γάρ ἐστιν η άντίφασις της γενομέχης ύπο-*ο θέσεως, έτέθη γάρ έζ αι·αγκης τό Α τινι τῷ Γ υπάρχω ιν, ό δε δια τον άδννάτου συλλογισμός της άντικειμένης έστιν άιπιφάσεως.
‘'Erl δἐ και (κ τών όρων φανερόν ότι ούκ ccrrcu τό συμπέρασμα ενδεχόμενόν, ἔστω γαρ το μεν Α κόραζ, τό δ* έφ' ω Β διανοούμενον, έφ* ω δε Γ άνθρωπος· ονδενι δη τώ Β τό Α ύπαρχε ι, ούδέν 85 γάρ διανοούμενον κοραζ· τό δε Β παντί ενδέχεται τώ Γ, παντι γάρ άνθρώπω τό διανοεΐσθαΐ’ αλλά τό Α έζ άνάγκης ονδενι τώ Γ* ούκ άρα τό σνμ· πέρασμα ένδεχόμενον. άλλ* ούδ* άναγκαιον αει.
•	i.e. that Α must apply to some C.
6 34 a 36.
•	31 b 20 if. The conclusion Is only a&sertoric.
•	CL 3-1 b 1. In the present paAsnjrc there is clearly an ellipse of και ονκ ἀδ«.νότον, which Jenkinson overlooks.
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and not problematic; for man is necessarily an animal. Thus it is evident that the universal premiss must be taken absolutely, and not as qualified in respect of time.
Again, let AB be a negative universal premiss, (ϋ·) Mqjor and let it be assumed that A applies to no B, and iSnor'6’ that Β may apply to all C. Then it must follow from afflrmatlve· these assumptions that A may apply to no C. For let us assume that it cannot apply (to no C),° and let Β be taken as applying to all C, as before.6 Then it must follow that A applies to some Β ; for we get a syllogism by means of the third figure.0 But this is impossible. Therefore it will be possible for A to apply to no C ; for by making a false (but not impossible) assumption we get an impossible result.4*
Thus this syllogism does not give a conclusion which is ‘ possible * in the sense defined,® but proves that the predicate does not necessarily apply to any of the subject; for this is the contradictory of the assumption which we made, since it was assumed that A necessarily applies to some C, and the syllogism per impossibile proves the contradictory opposed to the (impossible) assumption.
Again, it is evident from considering examples of terms that the conclusion will not be problematic.
Let A stand for ‘ crow/ Β for ‘ intelligent,’ and C for ‘ man.’ Then A applies to no Β ; for nothing intelligent is a crow. But Β may apply to all C ; for intelligence may apply to every man. But A necessarily applies to no C/ Hence the conclusion is not problematic. Nor, however, is it always
* 32 a 18.
1 This excludes the possibility that A may apply to all C, which would be implicit in a truly problematic conclusion.
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έστω γάρ τό μιν Α κινούμειον, τἀ δἐ Β έπιεττημη, το δ* έφ' ώ Γ άνθρωπος, το μεν otV Α ouScvi τῷ *ο Β ύπάρζει, το δε Β παιτι τω Γ έι·δέχεται, και ούκ έσται τό συμπέρασμα άι·αγ*αῖον ου γαρ Κ λ ανάγκη μηδένα κινεισθαι αι·θρωπον, ἀλλ* ου* ανάγκη τινα. δῆλον ονν οτ ι το συμπέρασμά ἐστι του μηδενι έζ άιάγκης ύπάρχειν. ληπτέον δε βέλτιον τούς όρους.
’ Κό ν δε τό στερητικόν τεθη προς το ϊλαττον α κ ρο ν ένδέχεσθαι σημάτιον, έζ αυτών μιν τῶν ι ειλημμένων προτάσεων ουόε'ις έσται συλλογισμός, αντίστροφε ίσης δε της κατά τό ένδέχεσθαι προ-τάσεως έσται, καθάπερ έν τοΐς πρότερον. ύπ-αρχέτω γάρ τό Α παιτι τω Β, τό δἐ Β έιδεχέσθω μηδενι τω Γ. σίττα» μεν ονν έχόιτων των όρων ούδεν έσται άναγκαιον’ εάν δ* άιτιστραφη τό ΒΓ ίο και ληφθή τό Β παιπι τω Γ έιδέχεσΰαι, γίγνεται συλλογισμός ώσπερ πρότερον’ ομοίως γαρ έχουσιν οι όροι τη θέσει, τον αυτόν δε τρόπον και στερητικών οι·των άμφοτέρων των διαστημάτων, εάν τό μεν Λ Β μη υπάρχη, τό δέ Β Γ μηδενι ένδέχεσθαι σημαίιη· δι’ αύτών μεν γάρ των ειλημμένων is ούδαμώς γίγνεται τό άιτιγκαΐον, άντιστραφείετης δε της κατά τό ένδέχεσθαι προτάσεως ἱσταχ συλλογισμός. είλήφθω γάρ τό μεν Α μηδενι τω Β ύπαρχον,1 τό δε Β ένδέχεσθαι μηδενι τω Γ* δια μεν ούν τούτων οόδἐν άναγκαιον, εάν δι λτέ>θη τό Β παντι τω Γ ένδέχεσθαι, όπερ ἐστιν αληθές, η so ΑΒ πρότασις ομοίως έχη, πάλιν 6 αυτός έσται
1 υπάρχιιν η.
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apodeictic ; for let A stand for ‘ in motion ’ and Β for * knowledge ’ and C for ‘ man.’ Then A will apply to no B, but Β may apply to all C,° and the conclusion will not be apodeictic. For it is not necessary that no man should be in motion ; rather it is not necessary that any man should be. Thus it is clear that the conclusion proves that the predicate does not necessarily apply to any of the subject.
But the terms must be better chosen.
If, however, the negative premiss refers to the (iu.) Major minor extreme and has the problematic signification, ^nJJ.atlve’ there will be no s ism from the actual premisses negative.
assumed, but \vh( e problematic premiss is converted there will be a syllogism, as in the previous examples.1* Let A apply to all B, and let Β possibly apply to no C. Then with the terms in this relation there will be no necessary inference ; but if the premiss BC is converted and Β is taken as possibly applying to all C, we get a syllogism as before c; for the terms are similarly disposed. The same is (iv.) Both true when both the propositions are negative, if AB J^S!ive.S is assertoric and negative, and BC has the sense of possibly applying to none. For by means of the assumptions as they stand we reach no necessary inference at all; but when the problematic premiss is converted there will be a syllogism. For let it be assumed that A applies to no B, and that Β may apply to no C. Then from these assumptions there is no necessary inference ; but if it is assumed that Β may apply to all C, which is true, while the premiss AB remains the same, we shall get the same syllo-α This is false. Knowledge cannot ‘ apply ’ to man in the sense that man is knowledge. Aristotle confuses ςπιστημη with ζπίστημον (c/. ch. xxxiv.). The confession in 35 a 2 is
significant.
33 a 7, 16.
34 a 34. 277
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συλλογισμός. ιάν hi μη ύπάρχιιν	τὸ Β
παντι τῷ Γ και μη ιιόίχισθαι μη ύπάρχ€ιν, ονκ ισται συλλογισμός ούδαμώς, ούτι στιρητικής οΰσης ούτι καταφατικής της Α Β προτασιακ· όρο ι hi κοινοί του μιν (ζ άιάγκης ύπάρχιιν λιυκον —ζώον—χιών, του hi μη ιι·διχισθαι λιυκόν—ζψον —πίττα.
ϋ Φανερόν otV ότι καθόλου τών όρων όντων καλ “της μιν ύπάρχιιν της δ* ιιόι^ισθαι λαμβανομίνης τών προτάσιιυν, όταν η προς τό ιλαττον άκρον ινόιχισθαι λαμβάιηται πρότασις, αει γιγί'ΐτοί συλλογισμός, πλην ότι μιν ιζ αυτών ότι δ* ἐντι-στράφι ίσης της προτάσιως· πότι hi τούτων so ίκάτιρος καί hia τίν αιτίαν, ιιοΐ)καμιν.
Έαν hi τό μιν καθόλου τό ο ιν μίριι ληφ&η τών όιαστημάτων, όταν μιν τό προς τό μιΐζον άκρον καθόλου τιθή και ιι·δχχομιι·ον, ιιτι αποφατικόν ιιτι καταφατικόν, τό δ’ ιν μιριι καταφατικόν και ύπαρχον, Ισται συλλογισμός τίλιιος, Si καθάπιρ και καθόλου τών όρων οντων. άπόόιιζις δ* η αΐπ~η η και πρότιρον. όταν hi καθόλου μ€ν ῆ τό προς τό μιΐζον άκρον, ύπαρχον hi καί μη ινδιχόμινον, θάτιρον δ* ιν μίριι και €νόιχόμ€νον, ιάν τ* αποφατικοί ιόν τι καταφατικοί τιθώσιν άμφότιραι ιάν τι η μιν αποφατική η hi κατα-40 φατική, πάιτως ισται συλλογισμός άτιλης’ πλην S6b οι μιν δια του αδυνάτου όιιχθησονται οι hi hia της αντίστροφης της του ivhϊχισθαι, καθάπιρ ev τοΐς πρότιρον.
"Εσται hi συλλογισμός hia. της αντιστροφής καί όταν ή μεν καθόλου προς τό μιΐζον άκρον τιθιίσα
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gism once more.® But if it is assumed, not that Β may apply to no C, but that Β does not apply to any C, there will be no syllogism in any case, whether the premiss AB is negative or affirmative. Terms common to both cases and showing a positive apo-deictic relation of predicate to subject are white— animal—snow ; showing a negative apodeictic relation, white—animal—pitch.
Thus it is evident that if the terms are universal and one premiss is assertoric and the other problematic, when the minor premiss is problematic, a syllogism always results—sometimes from the original assumptions and sometimes after the conversion of the said premiss. We have explained under what conditions each of these two cases obtains, and for what reason.
If, however, one of the propositions is universal (^.Major and the other particular, when the major premiss is mmor ’ universal and problematic (whether negative or particular affirmative) and the particular premiss is affirmative and assertoric, there will be a perfect syllogism, just as when the terms were universal. The proof is the same as before.6 But when the major premiss is universal, but assertoric and not problematic, and the other is particular and problematic, if both premisses are negative, or both affirmative, or one negative and the other affirmative, in every case there will be an imperfect syllogism ; but some will be proved per impossibile and others by the conversion of the problematic premiss, as in the previous examples.
We shall also have a syllogism by means of conversion when the universal major premiss has an
° Cf. 34 b 19.	6 33 b 33 ff.
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«b
σημαίνη τό ύπάρχον η μἡ νπάρχίΐν, ή 3' όν μόρ€ι ι στίρητικη ουσα τό όνδόχίσθαι λαμβάνη, oloν €1 το μ ἐν Α 7m vt ϊ τῷ Β υπάρχω ι η μἡ ύπάρχο, το 8( Β τινι τω Γ ο·δ/χεται μὑ νπάρχ€ΐν άντιστρα· φαντός γάρ του Β Γ κατά τό (ΐ·8ίχίσθαι γίγν(ται συλλογισμός. όταν δἐ τό μη ύπάρχίιν λαμβάνη η κατά μέρος τ*θοσα, ούκ Ιστοί συλλογισμός. ίο όροι του μ*ν ύπάρχίιν λίυκόν—ζώον—χιών, του δἐ μη ύπάρχον Λευκό»*—ζώον—σίττα' δια γάρ τοθ αδιόριστου λψττἐον την άπόδίίξιν.
Έαν δἐ τό καθόλου τίθη προς το ίλαττον άκρον το δ* Ιν μέρ*ι προς το μίΐζον, ἐάν τε στίρητχκόν ἐάν τε καταφατικόν ἐάν τ* έι·δίχόμ*ι·ον έάν ft ύπαρχον οποτιροι·ονι’, ονδαμώς ῖσται συλλογισμός. 1& οόδ* όταν ἐν μέρ<ι η αδιόριστοι τιθώσιν αι προ-τάσειε, ειτ* έΐ’δέχίσθαι λαμβάνουσαι €ιθ* ύπαρχον €ΐτ* έναλλάζ, ού8* ούτως «στ αι συλλογισμός' από-δίίζις δ’ ἡ αι/τῆ ἡ κἀπι τών πρόηρον. όροι δέ Koiroi του μῖν ύπάρχίΐν έζ ανάγκης ζώον—Λευκόν —αι·θρωπος, του δέ μἡ έιδέχίσθαι ζώον—λ(υκόν —ίμάτιον.
to Φαιδρόν ούν ότι τοΰ μίν προς το μόζον άκρον καθόλου τίθέντος αει γιγνίται συλλογισμός, τοΰ δί 7τ ρος τό ίλαττον ονδέποτί ούδαμώς.
XVI.	“Όταν δ* η μιν έξ άνάγκης ύπάρχον η 8* ἐνδίχεσ^αι σημαίνη των προτάσιων, ο μιν συλ-ϋ λογισμός έσται τον αυτόν τρόπον έχόντων των όρων, και τ όλο ος όταν προς τω έλάττονι άκρψ τίθη τό άναγκαΐον* τό δέ συμπέρασμα κατηγορικών
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affirmative or negative assertoric sense, and the particular premiss is negative and has a problematic sense : e.g., if A applies or does not apply to all B, and Β may not apply to some C ; for when BC is converted we get a problematic syllogism. But when the particular premiss is assertoric and negative, there will be no syllogism. Examples of terms where the predicate applies to the subject are white— animal—snow ; where it does not apply, white— animal—pitch. The proof must be drawn from the indefinite nature of the particular premiss.a
But if the universal premiss refers to the minor (3) Major extreme, and the particular to the major, whether minor"ΐ3Γ' either premiss is negative or affirmative, problematic universal, or assertoric, there will in no case be a syllogism.
Also when the premisses are particular or indefinite, whether both entail a problematic or both an assertoric relation, or one the former and the other the latter ; under these conditions too there will be no syllogism. The proof is the same as in the previous examples.6 Terms common to all cases where the predicate necessarily applies to the subject are animal—white—man ; where it cannot possibly apply, animal—white—coat.
Thus it is evident that when the major premiss is universal, a syllogism always results ; but when the minor is universal there is never any syllogism of any kind.
XVI.	When one of the premisses has an apodeictic c. Syiio-and the other a problematic sense, there will be a ^ns“asp".ith syllogism if the terms are related in the same way deictic as before c ; and it will be perfect when the apodeictic problematic premiss is attached to the minor term. If the terms premiss.
6 33 a 34 ff.	« In ch. xv.
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μῖν όιτων τῶν όρων του (ι·8(χ*σθαι *al οι) τοΰ ύπαρχον (σται, καί καθόλου καί μἡ καθόλου τιθ(μόνων, (αν δ* ὑ τἀ μῖν καταφατικόν τό δὲ eo στ(ρητικόν, όταν μῖν ὐ τἀ καταφατικόν άναγκαΖον, τοΰ (*ν8(χ(σθαι και ου του μη ύπαρχον, όταν 8( τό στίρητικόν, καί τού ιι·8ίχ(σθαι ρ,η ύπάοχον και του μη ύπαρχον, και καθολου και μὴ καθόλου των όρων όντων. τό δ* (νόόχισθαι (ν τῷ συμ-π(ράσματι τον αύτόν τρόπον ληπτόον όνπ(ρ €V τοις πρότιρον. τού δ* (ζ άι-άγκης μη ύπαρχον ούκ ν> όστ αι συλλογισμός' Ιτ (ρο ν γαρ τό μὴ (ζ ανάγκης ύπαρχον και τό (ζ άναγκης μη ύπαρχον.
•Οτι μ(ν ούν καταφατικών όντων των όρων οὐ γίγν(ται τό συμπέρασμα αι·αγκαΐον, φαν(ρόν. ύπ· αρχότω γαρ τό Α παντι τω Β (ζ άι·άγκης, τό 8i «ο Β (ΐ·8(χ(σθω παιτι τω Γ* ίσται δἡ1 συλλογισμός ΙΑ ι ατίλης ότι ο δἐχται τό Α πα»*τί τώ Γ ύπαρχον, ότι ο άτ(λης όκ της άπο8ιί((ως δῆλον τον αυτόν γαρ τρόπον Βοχθι^σιται οι·πιρ κάπι των πρότίρον. πάλιν τό μιν Α (ν8(χόσθω παντι τψ Β, τό 8( Β 7τα vt ι τω Γ ύπαρχότω (£ αι·αγκης' (στ αι 8η συλ-ι λογισμός ότι τό Α παντι τω Γ (ν8όχ(ται ύπαρχον, αλλ* ούχ ότι ύπαρχο, και τίλοος ἀλλ* ούκ άτ(λης· €υθύς γα,ρ όπιτιλοται δια τῶν (ξ άρχης προτάσίων.
Εί δἐ μη όμοιοσχημον(ς αι προτάσος, έστω πρώτον η στίρητικη αναγκαία, και τό μιν Α μηδέν! (ν&ςχόσθω τω Β [cf ανάγκης]* τό 8ό Β 10 παντι τω Γ (ν8(χόσθω· ανάγκη 8η τό Α μτ^δενΐ τω Γ ύπάρχον. κόσθω γαρ ύπαρχον η παντι η τινι* τω δἐ Β ύπόκοτο μηό€νι όνόόχοτθαι. ἐπει ούν
1 (σται δη Β, Waitz: «σται i: cornu Α: νπάρχινν C.
* (ζ ανάγκης om. Cn, Alexander: μφοι ννάρχα if ανάγκης <L 282
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are positive, whether they are universal or not, the conclusion will be problematic, not assertoric ; if one premiss is affirmative and the other negative, when the affirmative is apodeictic, the conclusion will be problematic, not negative assertoric; and when the negative is apodeictic, there will be both a problematic and an assertoric negative conclusion, whether the terms are universal or not. The sense of ‘ possibility * in the conclusion must be understood in the same way as before.® There will be no inference to the effect that the predicate necessarily does not apply to the subject; for ‘ not necessarily to apply * is not the same as ‘ necessarily not to apply.’
Now it is evident that when the terms are positive the conclusion which we get is not apodeictic. For let us assume that A must apply to all B, and Β may apply to all C. Then there will be an imperfect syllogism to the effect that A may apply to all C. That it is imperfect is clear from the proof; for the proof will proceed in the same way as before.b Again, let us assume that A may apply to all B, and that Β must apply to all C. Then there will be a syllogism to the effect that A may apply to all C— not that it does apply ; and the syllogism will be perfect, not imperfect; for it is concluded directly by means of the original premisses.
If the premisses are not similar in quality, let us first take the negative premiss as apodeictic ; let us assume that it is impossible for A to apply to any B, and let us assume that Β may apply to all C. Then it must follow that A applies to no C. For let us assume that it applies to all or some of C. Now it was assumed that it cannot apply to any B. Then
e CL 33 b 30, 34 b 27.	b 34 a 34 ff.
General
observa-
tions.
(1) Both
premisses universal, (a) Both affirmative.
(5) One affirmative and one negative premiss.
ARISTOTLE
αντιστρέφει τό στερητικόν, ουδέ to H τῷ Α ουόενι ενδέχεται· τό δἐ Α τῷ Γ ἡ rrarrc ῆ τινι κεϊται ύπαρχειν· ωστ' ουδο·ι ἣ ου παιτι τῷ Γ τἀ Β »ι ἐνδἐχοιτ* αν ύπάρχειν ύπεκειτο δἐ παντι έζ
ὑμτὸν
Φανερόν δ* ότι και του έιδέχεσθαι μὴ ύπάρχειν γίγΐ'εται συλλογισμός, είπε ρ καί τον μὴ ὑπάρχεα'. πάλιν έστω τι καταφατική πρότασις αναγκαία, και τό μιν Α έιδεχέσθω μηδενι των1 Β υπάρχωιν, το δἐ Β παντὶ τῷ Γ ύπαρχέτω εξ ανάγκης, ό μλν so οίν συλλογισμός έσται τέλειος, ἀλλ* οι) τον μὴ ύπάρχ€ΐν άλλα τού ει·Οεχεσβαι μη ύπάρχαν ἡ τε yap πρότασις ούτως έλήκφθη η από τοθ μείζονος άκρου, και εις το άόννατον ούκ έστιν ἀγαγ*ῖν ει γάρ ύποτεθείη το Α τοι Γ τινι* ύπάρχειν, κεϊται 3ἐ και τῷ Β έιδέχεσΰαι μηόενι ύπάρχειν, ονδεν ν» συμβαίνει διά τούτων άδὑπχτον. ἐάν 3ἐ πρός τῷ έλάττονι άκρω τεθή το στερητικόν, όταν μιν έιδέχεσθαι σημαιι·η συλλογισμός έσται δῶ της αντιστροφής, καθάπερ εν τοΐς πρότερον, όταν οἐ μή ένδέχεσθαι ονκ εσται’ ούδ’ όταν α μ φω μὲν τεθή στερητικά, μη ὑ ενδεχόμενον τό προς τό bo έλαττον. όροι δ* οι αότοί, τού μὶν ύπάρχειν λευκόν —ζωον—χιών, τού δἐ μή ύπάρχειν λευκόν—ζψον —πίττα.
1 Τψ C.
* τι»·ί lickkcr: μηδ<ιΙ codd., Alexander.
• The proof fails because the validating .syllogism gives not an apodeictic but an assert uric conclusion (<f. 30 » 15 ff.) which does not contradict the original minor premiss. It is curious that * the contradictory of Λ applies to no C ’ should be stated in the form * A applies to ail or some of C.* Becker 284
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since the negative premiss is convertible, neither can Β apply to any A. But it has been assumed that A applies to all or some of C. Therefore Β cannot apply to any or all of C. But it was originally assumed that it may apply to all."
It is evident that we can have a syllogism of the negative problematic type, since we also have one of the negative assertoric type. Let the affirmative premiss now be apodeictic ; and let us assume that A may apply to no B, and that Β must apply to all C. Then the syllogism will be perfect, but it will be not of the negative assertoric but of the negative problematic type, for the premiss which relates to the major term was assumed in this sense ; and we cannot employ reduction ad impossibile. For supposing that we assume that A applies to some C,& while it is still assumed that A may apply to no B, no impossible conclusion is obtained by means of these assumptions. If, however, the negative is attached to the minor term, when the sense is problematic, there will be a syllogism by conversion, as in the previous examples c; but when the sense is not problematic there will be no syllogism ; nor will there be one when both premisses are taken as negative and the minor is not problematic. The terms are the same as before : where the predicate applies to the subject, white—animal—snow ; where it does not, white—animal—pitch.
(A.T.M. p. 44) argues plausibly that the expression represents the expansion of an originally indefinite premiss 4 A applies to C.’
& This being the contradictory of the conclusion (A applies to no C) which it is hoped to establish.
c Cf. 35 a 14, b 1, 7. The resultant syllogism will be the same as in 35 b 38 ff.
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Τόν αύτόν δἐ τρόπον εξει κάπϊ των ἐν μῆχι συλλογισμών· όταν γάρ ἡ τό στερητικόν αναγκαίο ν, και τό συμπέρασμα εσται του μη ύπαρχειν. οίον W €ί τό μιν Α μηδενί των Β ει&εχεται ύπόρχειν τό U Β τινι των Γ «Υδἐχεται ύπόρχειν, ανάγκη τό Α τινι τῶν Γ μη ύπόρχειν. ει γαρ παιτί ύπόρχει τω δἐ Β μηόειΊ ενόεχεται, ού8ί τό Β οίδενὶ τῷ Α ενδέχεται ύπόρχειν ωστ ει τό Α παντι τω Γ ύπόρχει, ούδενί των Γ τό Β ο·δὑμται* ἀλλ* ύπ-εκειτο τινι ενδόχεσθαι.
♦ο *0ταν 5ἐ τἀ ἐν μερει καταφατικόν αναγκαίου ἡ τό εν τω στερητικό) συλλογισμω, οίον τό ΒΓ, η Μ * τό καθόλου εν τω κατηγορικω, οίον τό ΑΒ, ούκ εσται του ύπόρχειν συλλογισμός’ άπό8ειξις 8* ή αι/τη η και επί των πρότερον, εαν 8ε τό μϊν καθόλου τεθη προς τό ελαττον άκρου/ ἣ καταφατικόν η στερητικόν, ει·8εχόμενον, τό δ* εν μέρει ι αι·αγκαΙον [πρός τω μείζονι αχ ρω],* ούκ εσται συλλογισμός, όροι 8ε του μεν ύπόρχειν εξ ανάγκης ζωον—λευκόν—άνθρωπος, του δἐ μὴ ει-όάχεσθαι ζῷον—λευκόν—ιμάτιον. όταν δ* αναγκαίου ἦ τό καθόλου τό 8* εν μερει ει·δεχομειον, στερητικού μεν οντος του καθόλου τού μεν ύπόρχειν όροι ζωον ίο —λευκόν—κόραξ, του 8ε μη ύπόρχειν ζωον— λευκόν—πίττα, καταφατικού 8ε του μεν ύπαρχε ιν ζωον—λευκόν—κυκι·ος, του 8ε μη ενδεχεσθαι ζωον —λευκόν—χιών.
Oι)δ* όταν αδιόριστοι ληφθώσιν αι προτάσεις 1
1 το (λαττον άκρο ν ‘ ex optimls librls' Wait»: τψ Ιλάττονχ ακρψ uolgo.
* -προς . . . axpoj om. Adf, sed. Waitx.
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The same principle will apply to particular syllo-gisms.a When the negative premiss is apodeictic, and one the conclusion will also be of the negative assertoric type. E.g., if A cannot apply to any B, and Β may apply to some C, it must follow that A does not apply to some C. For if A applies to all C, and cannot apply to any Β, Β too cannot apply to any A ; and so if A applies to all C, Β cannot apply to any C. But it was assumed that it may apply to some.6
When the particular affirmative premiss (viz. BC) in the negative, or the universal premiss (viz. AB) in the affirmative syllogism is apodeictic, the conclusion will not be assertoric. The proof is the same as before.0 If the universal premiss, whether affirmative or negative, is problematic and relates to the minor, while the particular premiss is apodeictic and relates to the major term, there will be no syllogism. Examples of terms where the predicate necessarily applies are animal—white—man ; where the predicate cannot possibly apply, animal—white—coat.
When the universal premiss is apodeictic and the particular problematic, (a) if the universal is negative, examples of terms where the predicate applies to the subject are animal—white—crow, and where it does not apply, animal—white—pitch ; (b) if it is affirmative, examples of terms where the predicate applies are animal—white—swan, and where it cannot possibly apply, animal—white—snow.
Nor will there be a syllogism when the premisses
e Aristotle passes over the case of particular syllogisms with both premisses affirmative.
6 The proof fails as in the corresponding syllogism at 36 a 7 ff., because the validating syllogism does not give the required contradiction.	c Cf. 36 a 19-25.
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M b
η άμά>ότεραι Kara μίμος, ονδ' οότως εσται συλλογισμός. όροι Se κοινοί τον μιν νπάρχειν ζίυον— υ λευκόν -άνθρωπος, του δι μη νπάρχειν ζωον— λευκόν--άψυχον. και γαρ το ζωον τινι λευκω και τό λιυκὐτ αψυχω τινι και άναγκαΖον νπάρχειν και ούκ ενδεχεται υπήρχειν. κάπί του ενδεχεσθαι ομοίως, ώστε ττ ρο ς άπαρτα χρήσιμοι οι όροι.
Φavifxjv ονν ι κ των αρημενων ότι ομοίως εχόιπων των όρων < ν τε τω ύπαρχε ιν και εν τοΐς άναγκαίοις γίγνεταί τε κ αι ου γίγΐ'εται συλλογισμός, πλήν κατο, μεν τό νπάρχειν τιθέμενης της στερητικής προτάσεως του ενόίχεσΟαι ήν ό ετνλλογισμός, κατο δε τό ηι·αγ^αΓου τής στερητικής καί τού ενδεχεσθαι και τού μ-ij υπήρχε ιν. τδήλον δἐ και ϋ οτ* πάιπες ατελείς οι συλλογι σ μοι και ότι τε-λειουιται δια των προειρημει·ων σχημάτων.]1
XVII. *|ῖν Sc τω δευτερω σχήματι όταν μιν ενδεχεσθαι λαμβήνωσιν αμφοτε ραι αι προτάσεις, ούδείς ῖσται συλλογισμός, ούτε κατηγορικών οότε στερητικών τιθέμενων ούτε καθολου οντε κατο. μέρος· όταν δε ή μεν νπάρχειν ή δ* ενδεχεσθαι Ρ1 σημαιι·η, τής μεν καταάκιτικής νπάρχειν σημαι-νουσης ουδίποτ εσται, τής δε στερητικής τής καθόλου αει. τον αυτόν δε τρόπον και όταν ή μεν εξ ανάγκης ή δ’ ενδεχεσθαι λαμβανηται των προτάσεων, δει δε και εν τούτοις λαμβάνειν το εν τοίς σνμπεράσμασιν ενδεχόμενον ώσπερ εν τοΐς πρότερον.
1 .sccl. Maicr.
β Thi.s sentence is quite out of place here ; it seems (o be copied from 39 λ 1 (Mairr, fyllogistil, II. L 176, note 2).
* 33 b 30, SI b 27, 35 h
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are taken as indefinite or both as particular. Examples of terms common to all cases where the predicate applies to the subject are animal—white— man ; where it does not apply, animal—white—inanimate. For it is at once necessary and impossible both that ‘ animal ’ should apply to some things which are white, and that ‘ white ’ should apply to some things which are inanimate. Similarly too if the relation is problematic ; so the terms are valid for all cases.
Thus it is evident from the foregoing analysis that a syllogism does or does not result from a similar relation of the terms in assertoric and in apodeictic propositions ; with this qualification, that, as we have seen, if the negative premiss is taken as assertoric the conclusion is problematic, while if the negative premiss is taken as apodeictic, the conclusion is both problematic and negative assertoric. [It is also clear that all the syllogisms are imperfect, and are completed by means of the figures already mentioned.] °
XVII.	In the second figure, when both premisses are problematic, there will be no syllogism, whether they are affirmative or negative, universal or particular ; but when one premiss has an assertoric and the other a problematic sense, if it is the affirmative premiss that has the assertoric sense, there will never be a syllogism ; but if it is the negative universal premiss, there will always be one. The same holds good when one of the premisses is assumed as apodeictic and the other as problematic. We must understand the sense of 4 possibility ’ in the conclusions in these cases in the same way as before.b
κ 2
(3) Both premisses indefinite o particular.
Second
Figure.
General
observa-
tions.
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15 Πρώτον ούν δεικτέον ότι ούκ αντίστροφα τό Ον τω ενδεχεσθαι στερητικόν, οιον ει τό Α «νδἐγε-ται μηδενί τῷ Β, ούκ ανάγκη καὶ τό Β ενδθχεσθαι μηδενί τω Α. κείσθω γαρ τούτο καί ενδεχεσΰω τό Β μηδενί τω Α ύπάοχειν. ούκοΰν επεί ἐντι-στρόφουσιν ai εν τῷ ενδεχεσθαι καταφάσεις ταῖς 4f> άποφάσεσι και αι Οναντίαι καί αι άντικείμεναι, τό 37 · δε Β τω Α ἐι·δίγεται μηδενί ύπάρχειν, φανερόν ότι και παιπί Οι·δΟχοιτο αν τό Β τῷ Α ύπάρχειν. τούτο δε ψευδός' ου γαρ ει τάδε τῷδε παντι ενδθχεται, καί τάδε τῷδε άναγκαΐον ώστ* * ον* αντιστρέφει τό στερητικόν.
Ἕτι 3* ουδἐν κωλύει τό μεν Α τῷ Β Ονδόχεσθαι ι μηδει·ι, τό 5ἐ Β τινι τῶν Α ανάγκης μὴ ὑππρχει»', ofov τό μεν λευκόν παντί αι·θρωπω ενδεχεται μη ΐπτάρχειν (και γαρ ύπάρχειν), άνθρωπον δ* ούκ αληθές ειπεΐν ως ενδεχεται μηδενί λενκψ· πολλοΐς γαρ εξ ανάγκης ούχ υπάρχει, τό δ* άναγκαίον ούκ ἡν ενδεχόμειον.
ίο *ΑΛλά μην ούδ* «V του άόια·άτου δειχῦὴσεται άντιστρεφον, olov ει τις αξίωσε ιεν, επεί ψεύδος τό ενδεχεσθαι τό Β τω Α μηδενί ύπάρχειν, άληθίς τό μη ενδεχεσθαι μηδενί (Φάσις γαρ καί άπόφασις), ει δε τούτ , αληθές εξ ανάγκης τινι των Α τἀ Β
• The meaning of αττοαίμηται Is very doubtful, but
* con trad ictories ’ (Jcnkinson) must surely be wrong; no proposition is convertible with its contradictory. Nor indeed b a proposition convertible with its contrary ι but since Β a A and Β c A are contrary propositions in the assertoric mode, it is natural though inaccurate to describe them as such in the problematic mode (Alexander 221. 19). Since the only other problematic propositions which are convertible without change of quantity are the sub-contraries
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First we must show that there is no conversion of Negative the negative problematic premiss; e.g., that if A premisses10 may apply to no B, it does not necessarily follow JJ°nVerfcibIe that Β may apply to no A. Let this be assumed ; First proof. i.e. let us take it that Β may apply to no A. Then since affirmations in the problematic sense convert with their negations, whether contrary or opposite,® and since Β may apply to no A, evidently Β may also apply to all A. But this is false ; for it does not necessarily follow that if one term may apply to all of another, the latter may also apply to all of the former. Therefore the negative (problematic) statement is not convertible.
Again, there is no reason why A should not possibly Second apply to no B, although Β necessarily does not apply to some A. E.g., ‘ white ’ may not apply to any man (for it may also apply to every man), but it is not true to say that ‘ man * may apply to nothing that is white ; for ‘ man * necessarily does not apply to many white things, and (as we have seen b) the necessary is not possible.
Furthermore, this type of proposition cannot be Third proof, shown to be convertible by reduction ad impossibile, e.g., if it were to be claimed that since it is false 0 that Β may apply to no A, it is true that it cannot apply to no A, since the latter statement is the contradictory of the former ; and if this is so, it is true that Β must apply to some A ; therefore A
Β i A and Β o A, and since these are at least verbally opposed to each other (cf. 32 a 32-36, and II. 63 b 23-28. I suggest that they are meant here by άντικ^ίμεναι. Alexander notes this possibility (222. 2-4), but without much favour.
* 32 a 28.
e Sc. as an inference from the proposition ‘ A may apply to no B.’
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57 t	,	'	- η	*	?«
νπάρχιιν ωστι κηι το Λ τινι rtuv 15* τούτο δ is αδύνατοί'.* ον γη ρ «ί μη ινδιχιται μηδινι το Β τῷ Λ, ανάγκη τινι ύπαρχοι*, το τὸν μ ἡ ινδιχι-σθαι μηδινι διχώς λι'γιται, το μιν ὡ ανάγκης τινι υπήρχα, το δ’ ὡ ί£ ανάγκης τινι μη νπάρχιι· το γάρ ι ξ ανάγκης τινι τών Α μη ύπαρχον ούκ άληΟίς ιιπιίν ως πηιτι α·διχιται μη νπάρχιιν, no ωσπιρ ονδι το τινι υπ ή ρ χον ίξ ανάγκης δτι παιτι €νδίχ€ται υπήρχαν. ιι οι·ν τις άξιοιη, ιπιι ούκ ι χ-δίχιται το Γ τῷ Λ παιτι υπήρχαν, ιξ ανάγκης τινι μη υπήρχαν αυτό, φ«ΰθο? αν λαμβάνοι· παντι γάρ ύπάρχιι, άλλ' ότι tv ινχοις ιξ αιάγκης νπάρχιι, διά τούτο φαμιν ου πηιτι ινδιχισθαι. ακττι τω ti α-δίχισΟαι πηιτι ύπάρχιιν τό τ ιξ αι·αγκης τινι ύπάρχιιν άιτίκαται και το ιξ άι·άγκης τινι μη υπήρχαν ομοίως δι *αΙ τω ινδιχισϋαι μηδα’ί.
Δῆλον ούν ότι προς το όντως ιι-διχόμινον καί μη ιιδιχόμιιον, ως ιν αρχή διωρίσαμεν, ου μοι·ον* το ιξ ανάγκης τινι υπήρχαν άλλά και* τό ιξ ανάγκης τινι μη νπάρχιι ν ληπτίον τούτου 5ἐ ληφΟίιτος ούδιν συμβαινιι άδιἙατον, ωατ ον γίγιιται συλλογισμός, φανιρόν ονν ικ των ιϊρη~ μινών ότι ούκ άιτιστρίφα το στιρητικόν.
Υούτου δι δαχθάτος κιίσθω τό Α τω μιν Β ινδιχισθαι μηδινι τω δι Γ παιτι. δια μιν ονν της αντιστροφής ούκ ισται σνλλο'/ισμός· ιιρηται
1 των Η· τούτο δ* άΐό-οτο»·. Maicrt τώτ Β. τούτο i’ αδΛ·ατο^ uolgti.
*	μόνον oiu. AC.
*	καί om. Af.
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must also apply to some Β ; but this is impossible.
(The reasoning is unsound,) because it does not follow that if Β cannot apply to no A, it must apply to some. For there are two senses in which we say that it is not possible for a predicate to apply to none of a subject, viz. (a) if it necessarily applies to some, and (b) if it necessarily does not apply to some.
For it is not true to say that that which necessarily does not apply to some As may not apply to every A, any more than it is true that that which necessarily applies to some may apply to all. Thus if it should be claimed that since it is not possible that C should apply to all D, it necessarily does not apply to some, the assumption would be false ; for it does apply to all, but because in some cases it applies necessarily, for this reason we say that it is not possible for it to apply to all. Thus to the proposition ‘ A may apply to all Β ’ is opposed not only * A must not apply to some Β ’ but also ‘ A must apply to some Β * ; and similarly with the proposition ‘ A may apply to no B.’
Thus it is clear that we must regard as opposed to that which is possible or not possible in the sense which we originally defined,® not only that which necessarily applies to some, but also that which necessarily does not apply to some ; and if we do this, no impossible conclusion follows (in the foregoing example), and so no syllogism results. Thus it is evident from what has been said that the negative (problematic) premiss is not convertible.
Now that this has been proved, let it be assumed a. Both that A may apply to no B, but to all C. Then there problem-3 will be no syllogism by means of conversion ; for it atic.
0 32 a 18.
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■λ γάρ στι ούκ αντιστρέφει η τοιαντη πρότασις. ἀλλ* * ονθε δια του αδύνατου* τεθέντος γάρ τον Β τταντι* τῷ Γ ένάέχεσθαι υπάρχειν* ουόίν συμβαίνει φεΰόος· ένδέχοιτο γάρ αν τό Α τω Γ *αί παιπι καὶ μηδέν! ύπαρχειν. άλως δ* ει ἐστι συλλογισμός, δῆλον ότι του ένόέχεσθαι άμ εῖς (δια τό μηοετέραν των προ-40 τάσεων είλήφθαι (ν τω υπάρχω ιν), και οὐτο? τ) Π % καταφατικός η στερητικός· ού8ετέρως δ* έγχωρεΐ. καταφατικού μῖν γάρ τεθέντος όειχθησεται Sux τῶν ορών ότι ουκ έι·8έχεται ύπαρχειν, στερητικού δἐ οτι τό συμπέρασμα ουκ έι·8εχόμενον άλλ* άι·αγ-καίόν έστιν. έστω γάρ το μεν Α Λευκόν τό δὲ Β ι άνθρωπος έφ* ω 8ί Γ Ιππος* το 8η Α, το Λευκόν, ὲνδίχεται τῷ μεν παντι τ<μ δἐ μη8ενι ύπάρχειν, αλλά το Β τω Γ oj/tc ῦπὁρχεο' εν8έχεται οότ€ μη ύπαρχειν. ότι μίν ονν ύπαρχειν ουκ έγχωρεΐ φαιδρόν, ουδέ ϊ? yap ίππος άνθρωπος* άλλ* ούδ* έν8έχεσθαι μη ύπάρχειν, ανάγκη γάρ μη8ένα ΐιτπον ίο άΐ'θρωπον flint, το δ’ άιηγκαιον ουκ ῆν έν8εχό· μενον. ουκ άρα γιγχ·εται συλλογισμός.
*Ομοίως 8ε 8ειχθησεται και αν άνάπαλιν τεθη το στερητικόν, καν άμφ>ότ€ραι καταφατικοί ληφ· θώσιν η στερητικοί· δια γάρ των αυτών όρων έσται ή άπό8ειξις. καί όταν η μίν καθόλου η 8* εν μέρει, η άμφότεραι κατά μέρος η άΒιόριστοι, lb η όσαχώς άλλως έν8έχεται μεταλαβεΐν τάς προ-1 παντί] μη ιτακτί Mater.
* inr<ip)piy] μη νπάρχ<ιν Maier.
•	i.e. the major premiss Α Β.
•	The sense is dearly *rron£. This premiss must be intended to contradict the conclusion (B may apply to no C) which it is required to establish. The true contradictory would be
* Β must apply to some C * ; this \* hen combined with the 294
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has been already observed that such a premiss as No this a is not convertible. Nor, again, will there be a results.10 syllogism by reduction ad impossibile ; for if it is assumed that Β may apply to all C b no falsity results, because A might apply both to all and to none of C.
In fine, if there is a syllogism with these premisses, clearly it will be problematic, since neither of the premisses is taken in an assertoric sense ; and this syllogism will be either affirmative or negative. But neither alternative is admissible ; for if it is assumed to be affirmative, it can be shown by examples of terms that the predicate does not apply to the subject, and if to be negative, that the conclusion is not problematic but apodeictic. Let A be ‘ white/ Β ‘ man ’ and C ‘ horse.’ Then A, i.e. white, may apply to all of the one and to none of the other ; but it is not possible either that Β should or should not apply to C. That it is not possible that it should apply is evident, for no horse is a man.
But neither is it possible that it should not apply ; for it is necessary that no horse should be a man, and the necessary, as we have seen,0 is not possible.
Hence no syllogism results.
There will be a similar proof if the negative is taken with the other premiss instead, or if both premisses are taken as affirmative or both as negative; for the proof will be drawn from the same terms.
The same holds good when one premiss is universal and the other particular, or when both are particular or indefinite, or for any other possible combination
major premiss would give ‘ A may not apply to some C,’ which is not incompatible with the minor premiss. Maier’s emendation gives the right sense, but it has no support from mss. or commentators, and is at best a clumsy and unnatural form of expression.	c 32 a 28.
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τάσεις·· act γάρ όσται δῶ τών αυτών ορών η άπόδωξις. φανερόν otV ότι άμφοτόρων των προ-τάσίων κατά το (νδόχίσθαι τ ιθίμόνων ουοί'ις γίγΐ’ίταί συλλογισμός.
XVIΙί. Fa δ* η μιν ί·πάρχ€ΐν ἡ δ* ἐι·δἐνεσῦαι so σημαίν€ΐ, της μ(ν κατηγορικης νπάρχ€ΐν τ(θ(ίσης της στ(ρητικης ίι-δόχισθαι ουθίπστ όσται συλλογισμός, οΰτ£ καθόλου των όρων ουτ* ο* /ιἡνι λαμβανομόνων' άπο0€ΐξις δ* ὑ αῦτὴ καὶ dui τών αὑτῶν όρων, όταν δ* τ) μῖν καταφατική όν-δόχΐσθαι η Β< στ(ρητικη υπάρχων, όσται συλλο· &γισμός. (ΐλΐ)ά'θω γάρ το Α τοι μιν Β μηδωΊ υπάρχων τώ δι Γ παιτι όι·δόχ€σθαι. άΐΎΐστρα-φόιτος συν του στ€ρητικον το Β τω Α ούδενΐ υπάρξω' το δἐ Λ παντι τω Γ ίιεδ/χετο* γίγν^ται 8η συλλογισμός ότι «ι·δόχ€ται τό Β μηδω·Ι τω Γ δια του πριυτου σχήματος, ομοίως δἐ *ai ti ττ ρος τῷ Γ Τ€θ(ίη τό στίρητικόν.
•ο Έαν δ* άμφότίραι μόν ωσι σπρητικαί, σημαιιη δ* η μω· μη υπάρχων η δ* όνδόχ<σθαι μη υπάρχων, δι* αυτών μω> των (Ιλημμόνων ουδίν συμβαίνω άναγκαιον, άιπιστραφίίσης δἐ της κατά τό όνδόχ^σθαι προτάσίως γίχ’ίται συλλογισμός ότι τό Β τώ Γ όνδόχίται μηδίΐΊ υπάρχων, καθάπίρ ἐν 8i τοι? πρότ€ρον· όσται γάρ πάλιν τό πρώτον σχήμα, όάν δ’ άμφότίραι τίθώσι κατηγορικαί, ούκ όσται συλλογισμός, όροι τού μόν νπάρχίΐν υγίωα—ζωον —άνθρωπος, του δἐ μη υπάρχων υγίωα—Ιππος —άνθρωπος.
Τον αύτον δἐ τρόπον όξω κάπί των όν μόρω 40 συλλογισμών. όταν μω· γάρ ὑ τό καταφατικόν
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of premisses ; for the proof will always be drawn from the same terms. Thus it is evident that if both the premisses are taken as problematic, no syllogism results.
XVIII.	If, however, one premiss has an assertoric b. One and the other a problematic sense, when the affirma-tive is assumed as assertoric and the negative as problematic problematic there will never be a syllogism, whether J7noth the terms are taken as universal or as particular.
The proof will be the same as before, and drawn from the same terms. But when the affirmative is problematic and the negative assertoric there will be a syllogism. Let it be assumed that A applies to no Β but may apply to all C. Then if the negative premiss is converted, Β will apply to no A. But it was assumed that A may apply to all C. Therefore a syllogism results by means of the first figure,® to the effect that Β may apply to no C. Similarly too if the negative be attached to C.b
If both premisses are negative, one having a negative assertoric and the other a negative problematic sense, no necessary conclusion results by means of the assumptions as they are ; but on the conversion of the problematic premiss a syllogism results to the effect that Β may apply to no C, as in the previous example ; for once again we shall have the first figure. If, however, both premisses are taken as affirmative, there will be no syllogism. Examples of terms where the predicate applies to the subject are health—animal—man ; where it does not apply, health—horse—man.
The same principle will also obtain in the case of (2) One particular syllogisms. When it is the affirmative particular.
a 34 b 19 if.	6 35 a 6 ff.
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η» ύπαρχον, είτε καθόλου ft τ’ ἐν μέρε ι ληφθέν, ουδός εσται συλλογισμός (τούτο δ’ ομοίως καί Stα των αυτών όρων δείκννται τοΐς πρότερον), όταν δὲ το στερητικόν, εσται δια της αντίστροφης, καθάπερ έν τοΐς πρότερον. πάλιν εάν άμφω μὲν τα δια* Ι στηματα στερητικά ληφθη, καθόλου Si το μη ύπάρχ(ΐν, (£ αυτών μεν τών προτάσ(ων ούκ εσται τό άναγκαιον, άντιστραφέντος Si του ενδέχεσθαι, καθάπερ ἐν τοι? πρότερον, εσται συλλογισμός.
Έακ Bi ύπαρχον μιν ἡ τό στερητικόν εν μέρε ι Si ληφθη, ούκ εσται συλλογισμός ούτε καταφατικής ίο ούτε στερητικής ούσης της ιτέρας προτάσεως· ονδ' όταν άμφότεραι ληφθώσιν αδιόριστοι, η καταφατικοί η αποφατικοί, η κατά μέρος. άπόδειξις δ* η αυτή καί δια τών αυτών όρων.
XIX. ’Κἀν δ* η μεν έξ άιάγκης η δ* ένδέχεσθαι ση μαι νη τών προτάσεων, της μεν στερητικής 15 αναγκαίας ούσης εσται συλλογισμός ου μόνον ότι ενδέχεται μη ύπάρχειν άλλα καί ότι ούχ υπάρχει* της Si καταφατικής ούκ εσται. κείσθω γαρ τό Α τώ μεν Β εζ ανάγκης μηδενι ύπάρχειν, τώ Si Γ παντί ένδεχεσθαι. άντιστραφείσης ούν τής στερητικής ovSi τἀ Β τῷ Α ούδενί υπάρξει· τό so Si Α 77αint τώ Γ ενεδεχετο- γίγνεται δη πάλιν δια του πρώτου σχήματος ό συλλογισμός ότι τό Β τω Γ ενδέχεται μηδενι ύπάρχειν. άμα Si δήλον ότι ούδ' ύπάρχει1 τό Β ούδενι τών Γ. κείσθω γαρ ύπάρχειν ούκοΰν ει τό Α τῷ Β μηδενι ενδέχεται 1 νπάρξ{ι Cn, Bekker.
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statement that is assertoric, whether it is taken as universal or as particular, there will be no syllogism (this can be proved by the same method and the same terms as before) ; but when it is the negative,® there will be a syllogism by conversion, as in the previous examples. On the other hand, if both propositions are taken as negative and the negative assertoric is universal, no necessary conclusion will result from the premisses as they stand, but when the problematic statement is converted there will be a syllogism, as before.
If the negative statement is assertoric and taken as particular, there will be no syllogism, -whether the other premiss is affirmative or negative ; nor will there be a syllogism when both are taken as indefinite, whether affirmative or negative ; or as particular. The proof is the same and is effected by the same terms.
XIX.	If one premiss is apodeictic and the other c. One has a problematic sense, when it is the negative ai^on?10 premiss that is apodeictic, there will be a syllogism, problematic not only to the effect that the predicate may not (i> universal apply to the subject, but also that it does not apply ; but when it is the affirmative premiss, there will be affirmative no syllogism. For let it be assumed that A neces- negative sarily applies to no B, but may apply to all C. Then premiss, by the conversion of the negative premiss, Β will also apply to no A ; and it was assumed that A may apply to all C. Thus once again by means of the first figure a syllogism results to the effect that Β may apply to no C.b Moreover it is obvious also that Β does not apply to any C. For let it be assumed that it does apply. Then if A cannot apply to any B,
e Sc. universal.	* CL 36 a 15 ff.
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τό δε Β υπάρχει τινι των Γ, τ6 Α των Γ τινι ούκ ν, ενδεχεται· αλλά παντι νπεκιιτο ίιδε'χεσθαι.
Τόν αι/τον δε τρόπον δειχθηαεται καί εί προς τω Γ τεθείη τό στερητικόν.
ΙΙάλπ’ έστω τό κατηγορικόν ίχιηγκαιον θάτερον δ* ενδεχόμενον, καί τό Α τω μιν Β ο·δεχεσθω μηδενι τω δε Γ παιτι ύπαρχίτω εξ ανάγκης, όντως ουν εχόιτων των ορών ουδεις «σται συλ-80 λογισμός' συμβαίνει γαρ τό Β τω Γ εξ ανάγκης μη ύπάρχειν. έστω γαρ τό μιν Λ λευκόν εφ* ω δε τό Β άνθρωπος εφ% ω δι τό Γ κύκνος* τό δη λευκόν κύκνω μιν εξ ανάγκης υπάρχει άνθρωπω δ* ενδεχεται μηδενι, και άνθρωπος ούδενι κύκνω εξ ανάγκης. ότι μιν ουν του ενδεχεσθαι ούκ ι·, εστι συλλογισμός φανερόν' τό γαρ εξ ανάγκης ούκ ἡ ν ενδεχομει·ον.
Άλλα μην ουδέ του αναγκαίου* τό γαρ άναγ-καΐον η εξ άμφοτερων αναγκαίων η εκ της στερητικής συνεβαινεν. «τι δἐ και εγχωρεί τούτων κείμενων τό Β τω Γ υπήρχειν ουδέ ν γαρ κωλύει 40 τό μεν Γ υπό τό Β ἀναι τό δε Α τώ μεν Β παντι ενδεχεσθαι τω δε Γ εξ ανάγκης ύπαρχε ιν, οΐον ει τό μεν Γ εΐη εγρηγορός τό δε Β ζωον τό δ* εφ* 38 b ω Α κιιηησις' τω μεν γαρ εγρηγορότι εξ ανάγκης κίνησις, ζωω δε παντι ενδε'χεται, και πάν τό εγρηγορός ζωον. φανερόν ουν ότι ουδέ τοΰ μη ύπάρχειν, είπερ ούτως εχόντων ανάγκη ύπάρχειν. 300
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and Β applies to some C, A cannot possibly apply to some C.a But it was assumed that it may apply to all.
The proof can also be effected in the same way supposing that the negative be attached to C.
On the other hand, let the affirmative statement be apodeictic and the other problematic : let A possibly apply to no B, and necessarily apply to all
C.	Then when the terms are in this relation there will be no syllogism ; for it can so happen that Β necessarily does not apply to C. E.g., let A be ‘ white,’ Β ‘ man * and C * swan.’ Then white necessarily applies to swan, but may apply to no man ; and 4 man * necessarily applies to no swan. Thus it is evident that there is no syllogism of the problematic type ; for we have seenb that the necessary is not possible.
Nor again will there be an apodeictic syllogism ; for we sawc that an apodeictic conclusion (only) results when both premisses are apodeictic, or when the negative premiss is apodeictic. Again, it is possible, with the terms taken in this way, for Β to apply to C. For there is no reason why C should not fall under Β in such a way that A may apply to all B, but must apply to all C ; e.g., if C were 4 waking,’ Β ‘ animal ’ and A * motion ’ ; for that which is awake must have motion, and every animal may have motion, and every waking thing is an animal. Thus it is evident that there is no negative assertoric conclusion either, since with this arrangement of terms the conclusion is assertoric and affirmative.
a This is a fallacy. Cf. note on 36 a 15.
6 32 a *28.
0 30 b 7, 31 a 21.
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ουθἐ Βή τῶν αντικείμενων καταφάσε ων,1 ωστ ούΒεις εσται συλλογισμός.
5	'Ομοίως Bi Btιχθήσεται και άνάπαλιν τεθείσης της καταφατικής.
Έαν δ* όμοιοσχημονες ώσιν α! προτάσεις, στερητικών μεν ούσών αει γίγννται συλλογισμός άντιστ ραφε ίσης τής κατά τό ενΒόχεσθ αι προ-τάσεως, καθάπερ ἐν τόίς πρότερον. είλήφθω γαρ ίο τό Α τῷ μἐν Β εζ άιάγκης μή ύπαρχειν, τῷ δἐ Γ ει·Βεχεσθαι μή υπάρχειν άντιστ ραφε ισών ούν των προτάσεων το μεν Β τῷ Α ούΒενι υπάρχει τό δὲ Α παντι τω Γ ενΒεχετοι· γίγν€ται Βή τό πρώτον σχήμα, καν ει προς τω Γ τεθείη τό στερητικόν ωσαύτως.
Έαν δἐ κατηγορικαί τεθώσιν, ούκ εσται συλ-15 λογισμός. του μεν γαρ μή υπάρχειν ή του εζ ανάγκης μή νπάρχειν φαιδρόν ση ούκ εσται Βία τό μή ειλήφθαι στίρητικήν πρότασιν μἡν* ἐν τω νπάρχε ιν μήτ' εν τω εζ ανάγκης υπάρχω ιν. άλλα, μήν ovBi του ίνΒόχίσθαι μή υπάρχω ιν Ιζ ανάγκης γα,ρ όντως εχόντων τό Β τω Γ ούχ νπάρζει, οΐον κ ει τό μιν Α τεθείη λευκόν ἐφ* α» δἐ τἀ Β κύκνος τό Βε Γ άνθρωπος. ούΒε γε των αντικείμενων καταφάσεων,* επει Βε'Βεικται τό Β τῷ Γ 4ζ ανάγκης ούχ ύπάρχον. ούκ άρα γίγνεται συλλογισμός όλως.
*Ομοίως Β* εζει κάπι των ev μερει συλλογισμών*
1 καταφάσίων η, Alexander, Wait*: φάσίατψ.
* καταφάσεων Alexander, Waitx: καταφάσιατ* *roi άτοφ<ίο*α]0 η: άιτοφάνσκων A*BCum: αντιφώχκαιτ Α': άττιφάα*car d:
αποφάσεων f.
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Nor again is there a conclusion which takes the form of any of the opposite statements.® Therefore there will be no syllogism.
There will be a similar proof if the affirmative premiss occupies the other position.
If the premisses are similar in quality, where they are negative a syllogism always results on the conversion of the problematic premiss, as before. Let it be assumed that A necessarily does not apply to B, and may not apply to C. Then on the conversion of the premisses Β applies to no A, and A may apply to all C. Thus the first figure results. Similarly also if the negative statement relates to C.b
If, however, the premisses are taken as affirmative, there will be no syllogism. It is evident that there will be none of the negative assertoric or of the negative apodeictic type, since no negative premiss has been assumed, either in the assertoric or in the apodeictic sense. Furthermore, there will be none of the negative problematic type ; for with the terms in this relation Β will necessarily not apply to C; e.g., if A is taken to be ‘ white,’ Β ‘ swan ’ and C ‘ man.’ Nor can we conclude any of the opposite affirmations, because we have shown c that Β necessarily does not apply to C. Thus no syllogism at all results.
The same will also hold good in the case of par-
® Aristotle has proved that in each of the three modes a negative conclusion is impossible; he now adds that the corresponding affirmatives are also impossible (sc. because an affirmative conclusion can only be drawn from two affirmative premisses).
6	i.e., if the minor premiss is apodeictic. The problematic premiss is originally negative, but becomes affirmative byconversion.
c By the examples just cited.
SOS
(b) Both premisses negative.
(c) Both
premisses
affirmative.
(2) Particular syllogisms.
AKISTOTLE
38 b	.	,	,	,	,	,	%
r όταν μεν yap η το εττερητικόν καθόλου Τί και άναγκαΐον, αει συλλογισμός εσται και του εν-δε'χεσθαι και τού μη νσάρχειν (άττοδει^ι? δἐ δια της αντίστροφης), όταν δε τό καταφατικόν, ουδέποτε * * τον αϊτόν γαρ τρόπον δειχθήσεται ον καί ιν τοΐς καθόλου, και δια των αυτών όρων. r> Οΰδ* όταν αμφότεραι ληφθώσι καταφατικοί· καί γαρ τοιτου η αὑτὴ arroSrt^tf tJ και ττρότερον.
"Orar δε αμφότεραι μιν στερητικά! καθόλου δε και αναγκαία η τό μη ύπαρχε ιν σημαίνουσα, δέ αυτών /ιό' τών ειλημμένων ονκ εσται τό άι·αγκαῖον, άιτιστραφείσης 5c τῆ,* κατα τό ενύεχεσθαι προ-W τιίσ€ΐυί εσται συλλογισμός, καθάπερ ἐν τοΐς πρότερον.
'Καν δ’ όμφότεραι αόιόριστοι η «V /κρ#ι τεθώσιν, ονκ carat συλλογισμός·* ιΐπόδειξις 6* η αύτη καί δι ἀ τ tin· αιττιΰν ό^χυυ.
Φανερόν otV εν τών είρημενων ότι της μιν στερητικής της καθόλου τιθεμεχης αχ·αγκαιας αει «ο yr/vcrai συλλογισμός, ου μόνον του ενδεχεσθαι μη ύπαρχε ιν άλλα και του μἡ ύπαρχε ιν, της Si καταφατικής οΐ'όεποτε- και ότι τον αϊτόν τρόπον *9, ἐνοι*τα»Γ εν τε τοΐς αναγκαίοις και εν τοΐς νπάρχουσι γίγχεταί τε και ου γίγνεται συλλογισμός, Βηλον 8ε και ότι πόντε ς ατελείς οι συλλογισμοί, καὶ ότι τελειουιται Βία των προειρημενών σχημάτων.
• Λ fallacy ; rf. notes on 36 a 15, 3S a * Χ* α «?<>-!> I.
« .Η* h 1323.
4 Cf: 36 b I?-18.
* Cf. 36 η I Λ, :« a 24, b 26.
/ Actually by the 6r*t %ure only.
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ticular syllogisms. When the negative statement is universal and apodeictic, a syllogism will always result to give both a problematic and a negative assertorica conclusion (the proof will proceed by conversion) ; but when the affirmative statement is universal and apodeictic, there will never be a syllogism. The proof will be effected in the same way as in universal syllogisms, and by means of the same terms.b
Nor will there be a syllogism when both premisses are taken as affirmative. The proof of this also is the same as before.®
When, however, both premisses are negative, and that which has the ηοιι-attributive sense is universal and apodeictic, although there will be no necessary conclusion from the assumptions as they are, when the problematic premiss is converted there will be a syllogism, as before.
If, however, both premisses are assumed as indefinite or particular, there will be no syllogism. The proof is the same as before, and is effected by means of the same terms.d
Thus it is evident from the foregoing analysis (σ) that when the negative universal premiss is taken as apodeictic a syllogism always results, giving not only a conclusion of the negative problematic type but also one of the negative assertoric type/ but when the affirmative universal premiss is so taken a syllogism never results ; (6) that a syllogism results or does not result from the same arrangement of terms in apodeictic as in assertoric propositions. It is obvious also that all these syllogisms are imperfect, and that they are completed by means of the figures f already mentioned.
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39 λ
XX.	Έν δέ τοι τελευταίοι σχηματι και άμφο-I τ(ρκνν ενδεχόμενων και της έτέρας έσται συλ· λογισμός. όταν μεν οὐν ενδέχεσθαι σημαΐχωοιν αι προτάσεις, και το συμπέρασμα έσται ένδεχό· μενον και όταν ἡ μεν έ&έχεσθαι ὴ 8* νπάρχειν. όταν 5* ἡ έτέρα τεθη αναγκαία, έαν μὲν J καταφατική, ουκ ίσται το συμπέρασμα οντε dmy-10 καῖον οὑ$* ῦπάρχον, ἐαν δ* ἦ στερητική, του μὴ νπάρχειν ίσται συλλογισμός, καθάπερ καί έν τοΐς πρότερον. ληπτέον οέ και έν τοντοις ομοίως το έν τοΐς σνμπεράσμασιν ενδεχόμενον.
"Εστιοσαν δη πρώτον έι&εχόμεναι, καί τὸ Α ιι καὶ τἀ Β παντι τῷ Γ έι·δεχέσθω υπάρχωιν. έπει ονν αντιστρέφει τό καταφατικόν έπι μέρους τό δέ Β παντι τῷ Γ ενδέχεται, και τό Γ τινι τῷ Β ἐνδἐχοιτ* αν ώστ ει τό μεν Α παντι τω Γ ἐν* δέχεται τό δἐ Γ τινι τών Β, και τό Α τινι των Β έν· *ο δέχεται’ γίγνεται γαρ τό πρώτον σχῆμα, και ει τό μεν Α έΐ'δέχεται μηδενι τω Γ ύπαρχειν τό δέ Β παντι τω Γ, άιάγκη τό Α τινι τῷ Β ένδέχεσΰαι μη νπάρχειν «σται γαρ πάλιν τό πρώτον σχήμα δι α. της αντίστροφης, ει δ* άμφότεραι στερητικοί τεθείησαν, έζ αυτών μεν των ειλημμένων ούκ εσται τό άναγκαΐον, άντιστραφεισών δέ των προτάσεων έσται συλλογισμός, καθάπερ εν τοΐς πρότερον, ει γαρ τό Α και τό Β τω Γ ενδέχεται μη νπάρχειν, έα,ν μεταληφθη τό ένδέχεσΰαι μη1 νπάρχειν, πάλιν έσται τό πρώτον σχήμα δια της αντίστροφης.
Ει δ* 6 μεν ἐστι καθόλου των όρων ό δ' έν μέρει, κ τον αυτόν τρόπον έχόντων των όρων όνπερ έπι 1 μή η: om. cctt.
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XX. In the last figure when both premisses are Third problematic, and also when only one is problematic, there will be a syllogism. When both the premisses remarks, have a problematic sense the conclusion will also be problematic, and likewise when one premiss is problematic and the other assertoric. When, however, the other premiss is apodeictic, if it is affirmative, the conclusion will be neither apodeictic nor assertoric γ’ but if it is negative, there will be a negative assertoric conclusion, as before.® In these syllogisms also the sense of ‘ possibility * in the conclusions must be understood in the same way as before.6
First, then, let the premisses be problematic, and ι. Both let both A and Β possibly apply to all C. Then problem-8 since the affirmative statement is convertible as atjc· . particular, and since Β may apply to all C, C may syllogisms, also apply to some B. Thus if A may apply to all C, and C to some Β, A may also apply to some Β ; for we get the first figure. And if A may apply to no C, and Β may apply to all C, it necessarily follows that A may not apply to some Β ; for again we shall have the first figure by conversion. But supposing that both premisses are assumed as negative, there will be no necessary conclusion from the assumptions as they stand, but when the premisses are converted there will be a syllogism, as before ; for if both A and Β may not apply to C, if we substitute in each case the expression ‘ may apply,’ we shall have the first figure again by conversion.
If one of the terms is universal and the other (2) Parties particular, there will or will not be a syllogism with glsms!10
e Cf. 36 a 15, 38 a 24, b 26, 40.
6 33 b 30, 34 b 27, 35 b 32, 36 b 33.
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του υπήρχαν terra ι τε και ούκ (στ α ι συλλογισμός. όνδ(χόσθω γαρ τό μιν Α παιπι τω Γ τό 8ό Β τινι τω Ρ υπήρχαν όσται δη πάλιν τό πρώτον σχῆμα της (ν μόρα προτάσιως α\πιστραφ(ισης% (Ι γαρ τό Α παιπι τω Γ τό δε Γ τινι των Β, τό Α τινι « τῶν Β όνδόχ<ται. και (ι προς τω1 ΒΓ τ(θ(ίη τό καθόλου, ωσαύτως, ομοίως δ( και (Ι τό μὶν Α Γ ιττ(ρητικην (ίη τό δε Β Γ καταφατικόν όσται γαρ πάλιν τό πρώτον σχήμα δια της αντίστροφης.
Ει δ* αμφότ(ραι στιρητικαι τ(θ(ίησαν, η μῖν καθόλου ὑ δ* (ν μόρα, δι* αυτών μίν των (ίλημ-3β k μόνων ονκ όσται σνλλο·/ισμος, άιπιστραφασών δ* 0σται, καθάπ(ρ όν τυΐς πρότιρον.
Όταν δ( άμφκιτιραι αδιόριστοι η όν μόρα ληφθώσιν ο υ κ όσται συλλογισμός· και γαρ παντὶ ανάγκη τό Α τω Β καί μηδαι υπήρχαν. όροι ι του υπήρχαν ζωον—άνθρωπος—λ(υκόν, του μη υπήρχαν ίππος— άνθρωπος—λευκήν, μόσον λ(υκόν.
XXI.	Έα»' δ( ή μ*ν υπήρχαν η δ* όι·δόχ(θθαι σημαιι·η των προτάσ( ων, τό μιν σνμπόρασμα όσται ότι όνδόχιται και ονχ ότι υπήρχα, σνλ-10 λογισμός δ* όσται τον αυτόν τρόπον <χόντων των όρων όν και όν τοίς πρότ(ρον. όστωσαν γαρ πρώτον κατηγορικοί, και τό μῖν Α τταντι τω Γ ύπαρχότω τό δἐ Β παιπι όνδ(χόσϋω υπήρχαν, άντιστραφόντος ουν τον Β Γ τἀ πρώτον όσται σχήμα, και τό σνμπόρασμα ότι όνδόχεται τό Α 15 τινι των Β ιτπήρχαν ότ( γαρ η ότόρα των προ-1 τώ] τό Γ*1Γη.
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the same arrangement of terms as in assertoric syllogisms.0 Let it be assumed that A may apply to all C, and Β to some C. Then by the conversion of the particular premiss we shall again have the first figure ; for if A may apply to all C, and C to some B, then A may apply to some B. The same will be true if the universal statement relates to the premiss BC. Similarly also if the premiss AC is negative and BC affirmative ; for conversion will again give us the first figure.
If both premisses are assumed as negative, the one universal and the other particular, there will be no conclusion from the assumptions as they stand, but on their conversion we shall have a syllogism, as before.
When, however, both premisses are taken as indefinite or particular, there will be no syllogism ; i'or A necessarily applies both to none and to all of B.b Examples of terms where the predicate applies to the subject are animal—man—white ; where it does not apply, horse—man—white. White is the middle term.
XXI. If one of the premisses has an assertoric b. One and the other a problematic sense, the conclusion ^one10 will be problematic, not assertoric, and a syllogism problematic will result from the same arrangement of terms as (i^Both in the previous examples.0 First let the terms be Piemisses positive : let A apply to all C, and let Β possibly apply to all C. Then the conversion of the premiss BC will give us the first figure, and the conclusion that A may apply to some Β ; for we have seen d 6
6 i.e. terms can be found (as in the examples which follow) to exhibit both these relations.
c In ch. xx.	* 33 b 25-40.
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I9k
τάσεων ἐν τῷ πρώτψ σχηματι σημαινοι ένδέχ€· σθαι, και τό συμπέρασμα ἡν ένδ*χό[ΐ*νον. ομοίως δι και €ΐ τδ μιν Β Γ υπάρχω ιν το δέ Α Γ ὲνδἐχε-σ#αι, και ft τδ μιν Λ Γ στ(ρητικδν τδ δέ Β Γ κατηγορικόν, ύπαρχοι δ* δποτζροιονν, άμφοτέρως ένδιχόμαον (στ α ι τδ συμπέρασμα' γίγνιτ αι γαρ to πάλιν τδ πρώτον σχτ}μα, δέΒακται O ὅτι της έτέρας προτάσίως €νδέχ(σθαι σημαινουσης (ν α vt ω και τδ συμπέρασμα ἔσται (νδ<)^0μ€νον. ft δέ τό [ενδεχόμοΌν]1 στ(ρητικδν τ(θαη προς τδ έλαττον άκρο ν η καί αμφω ληφθάη στερητικά, δὔ αυτών μιν των καμένων ούκ (σται συλλογισμός, is άντιστραφέντων δ' έσται, καθάπίρ έν τοις πρότερον.
Ει ο* η μιν καθόλου των προτάσαυν η δ (ν μέρ€ι, κατηγορικών μιν ουσών άμφστέρων ἣ τῆς μιν καθόλου στίρητικης της δ* έν μέρ€ι καταφατικής, ό αύτδς τρόπος έσται τῶν συλλογισμών κ πάντ(ς γαρ π (ραίνονται δια τον πρώτου σχήματος* ώστε φαν€ρδν ότι του ένδέχαιθαι καί ού τοΰ νπάρχ€tv έσται ο* συλλογισμός. (ί δ* ἡ μὲν καταφατική καθόλου ή δ( στ(ρητική έν μέρ€ΐ, δια του αδυνάτου έσται η άπόδαξις. ύπαρχέτω γαρ τδ μέν Β παντι τω Γ, τδ δέ Α ένδ(χέσθω τινι τω κ Γ μη χτπάρχαν ανάγκη δη τδ Α ένδέχ(σθαι τινι τω Β μη υπάρχαν. (ϊ γαρ παντι τῷ Β τἀ Α υπάρχ€ ι έ( ανάγκης τδ δέ Β παντι τω Γ Κ€Ϊται υπάρχαν, τδ Α παντι τῷ Γ έξ ανάγκης ύπάρξίΐ (τούτο γαρ δέδακται πρότ(ρον)' άλλ* ύπέκατο τινι ένδέχ(σθαι μη υπάρχαν.
40 λ "Οταν δ* αδιόριστοι η έν μέρ*ι ληφθώσιν άμ-φότ€ραι, ούκ έσται συλλογισμός, άπόδαξις δ* η
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that when one of the premisses in the first figure has a problematic sense, the conclusion is also problematic. Similarly too if BC is assertoric and AC problematic; or if AC is negative and BC affirmative, and either is assertoric : in both cases the conclusion will be problematic, for again we get the first figure, and it has been shown that in it when one of the premisses is problematic in sense the conclusion will also be problematic. If, however, the negative problematic statement is attached to the minor term, or if both statements are taken as negative, no syllogism will result from the assumptions as they stand, but on their conversion there will be a syllogism, as before.
If one of the premisses is universal and the other (2) One particular, when both are affirmative, or when the particular universal is negative and the particular affirmative, the syllogisms will be effected in the same way ; for all the conclusions are reached by means of the first figure. Hence it is evident that the conclusion will be problematic, not assertoric. If, however, the affirmative premiss is universal and the negative particular, the proof will be per impossibile. Let Β apply to all C, and let A possibly not apply to some C.
Then it necessarily follows that A may not apply to some B. For if A necessarily applies to all B, and Β is still assumed to apply to all C, A will necessarily apply to all C ; for this has been proved already.®
But it was assumed that it may not apply to some.
When both premisses are taken as indefinite or particular, there will be no syllogism. The proof ° 30 a 15-23. 1 2
1 om. n, comm., Waitz.
2 6 om. AC Bekker.
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avrrj ή καί ivroif καθόλου, και διά τ ainuit opajv.	'	t	f
XXII. Κ ί ό tor IV ή μιν αναγκαία τών προτα-ι aciui· ή ό’ ενδεχομΑη. κατηγορικών μῖν δντων τών όρων act τ ον όνδεχεσΟαι corn ι συλλογισμόν, όταν δ’ ὑ τό μιν κατηγορικόν τό he στερητικόν, εάν μεν ὐ τό καταφατικόν αναγκαίοι·, τον «Υδεγώραι μη νπάρχειν, εάν he τό στερητικόν, και τού ει·δεχεσθαι μη νπάρχειν και τού μη νπάρχειν’ τού δ* εξ κ* αναγκιμ μη νπάρχειν ονκ ισται συλλογισμοί, ώσπερ ουδ' iv τυΐς ετεροις σχήμασιν.
" Kerr ουσα ν δη κατιργορικοί πρώτον οι όρο ι, και τό μιν Λ τταιτί τῷ Γ ι·παρχετω εζ ανάγκης, τό hi Β [τώ Γ/ παιπι ενόεχεσΟω νπάρχειν. επει ούν τό μιν Α παιπί τῷ Ι ανάγκη, τό hi Γ τινι τώ γ Β ενδεχεται, και τό Α τινι τῷ Β ει·δεχδμενον εσται καί ονχ ύπαρχον οιηω γαρ σννεπιπτεν ειτι τον πρώτον σχίσματος. ομοίως hi δειχΰησεται και ει τό pi ν Β Γ τεθείη άιαγκαϊον τό hi Λ Γ ενδεχομεχ·ον.
ΙΙαλιν έστω τό μιν κατηγορικόν τό hi στερητικό ν, άναγκαιον he τό κατηγορικόν, και τό μεν το Α ειδεχεσθω μΐ]δεχ·ι τών* Γ νπάρχειν τό hi Β ninnl νπαρχετω εζ ανάγκης, ισται δη πάλιν τό ττρώτον σχήμα, και ['/ὸνὐ η στερητική πρότασις ενδεχεσθαι σημαίνει' φανερόν ονν ότι τό συμπέρασμα ισται ενδεχόμενον ότε γάρ ούτως εχοιεν αι προτάσεις cv τώ πράττω σχηματι, καί τό συμπέρασμα so ην ενδεχόμενον.
Ει 6‘ η στερητική πρότασις άναγκαία, τό συμ-1 τώ Γ om. BCdfu: habent po.st jrai-n nm.
* τών] τώ Cinu.	* γαρ sedusL
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is the same as in the case of universal syllogisms,® and is obtained by means of the same terms.
XXII.	If one of the premisses is apodeictic and the other problematic, when the terms are positive the conclusion will always be problematic ; but when one is positive and the other negative, if the affirmative statement is apodeictic, the conclusion will be negative and problematic, but if the negative statement is apodeictic the conclusion will be negative problematic and negative assertoric b ; there will be no negative apodeictic conclusion, just as there was none in the other figures.
Thus let the terms first be positive, and let A necessarily apply to all C, and Β possibly apply to all C. Then since A must apply to all C, and C may apply to some Β, A will also apply, in a problematic and not in an assertoric sense, to some Β ; for we have seen c that this is the consequence in the first figure. The proof will be similar also if the premiss BC be assumed as apodeictic and AC as problematic.
Next, let one statement be affirmative and the other negative, the affirmative being apodeictic ; and let A possibly apply to no C, and Β necessarily apply to all C. Then we shall again have the first figure ; and the negative premiss has the problematic sense. Thus it is evident that the conclusion will be problematic ; for we saw d that when the premisses are in this relation in the first figure the conclusion is also problematic.
If, however, the negative premiss is apodeictic,
“No such proof appears in the passage indicated (39 b 6-25), but the reference there (11. 9-10) to the terms of the preceding chapter shows that Aristotle had in mind the section 39 b 2-6.
6 C/. 40 a 30-32 infra.
c 35 b 38—36 a 1.	* 36 a 17-25.
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C. One
apodeictic and one problematic premiss.
(1) Both
premisses
universal.
(a) Both
premisses
affirmative.
(h) One affirmative and one negative premiss.
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ττιρασμα ϊ σ τα ι και ότι ινόιχιταί τινι μη υπάρχιιν και ότι ουχ νπάρχιι. κιίσθω γαρ τἀ Α τώ Γ μη ιστάρχιιν ι ξ ανάγκης, τό δι Β παντι ινόιχισθαι. άντιστραφίντος oiV ταΰ ΒΓ καταφατικού τό πρω· V. τοι» όστ αι σχήμα, και αναγκαία η στςρητικη πρότασις·. ότ€ δ’ νότιος ιΐχον αι προτάσεις, συνίβαιι* * τό Λ τοι Γ και (χ‘δίχισΰαι τινι μη υπάρχιιν και μὴ ίστάρχαν, άκττι και τό Α τῷ Β ανάγκη τινι μὴ inτάρχιιν. όταν δι τό στιρητικόν τιΰη προς το ίλαττον άκρον, ιάν μιν ινδιχόμιι·ον, «σται σνλ· ι λογισμός μιταληφθιίσης ττρς προτάσιως, καθάπιρ ιν τοίς πρότιρον, ιάν ό’ αναγκαίου, ούκ ῖσται* και γαρ ττ αντί ανάγκη και οι-όινι ινδιχιται υπάρχιιν. όροι τού τα ντι υπ ή ρχι ι ν ΰπχ-ος—ι ττ π ος καθιυδων— άνθρωπος, τού μΐ)όινι ύπνος—Ιππος ιγρτργορως— άνθρωπος.
Όμοίιος δι ίξιι και ιι ό μιν καθόλου των όρων * ο δ’ ιν μόριι προς τό μισόν κατηγορικών μιν γαρ 40 b όντων άμφοτίρων τού (νδιχισθαι και ου τού υπάρχιιν ισται συλλογισμός, καί όταν τό μιν στιρητικόν ληΦθή τό δι καταφατικόν, άιηγκαΐον δι τό καταφατικόν, όταν δι τό στιρητικόν άναγ· καϊον, και τό συμπέρασμα ῖσται τού μη υπάρχιιν’ ι ό γαρ αυτός τρόπος ισται της όιίζιως και καθόλου και μη καθόλου των όρων όντων ανάγκη γαρ δια τού πρώτου σχήματος τιλιιούσθαι τούς συλλογισμούς, ώστι καθάπιρ ιν ικιίνοις, και ιπι τούτων άναγκαΐον σιηιπΐτττιιν. όταν δι τό στιρητικόν καθόλου ληφθιν τιθή προς τό ιλαττον άκρον, ιαν
β Μ α SS, where see note.
• ι’**. in the prex-nt example.
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there will be not merely a negative particular problematic but a negative particular assertoric conclusion. For let us assume that A necessarily does not apply to C, and that Β may apply to all C. Then the conversion of the affirmative premiss BC will give the first figure, and the negative premiss is apodeictic.
But we sawa that when the premisses are in this relation it follows not merely that A may not apply but that A does not apply to some C ; and so it must also follow b that A does not apply to some B.
When, however, the negative statement refers to the minor term, if it is problematic there will be a syllogism after substitution of the premiss,0 as before ; but if the statement is apodeictic there will be no syllogism ; for A both must apply to all Β and must apply to none. Terms to illustrate the former relation are sleep—sleeping horse—man ; to illustrate the latter, sleep—waking horse—man.
The same principle will also apply if one of the (2) One (extreme) terms is in a universal and the other in a particular, particular relation to the middle term. If both statements are affirmative the conclusion will be problematic and not assertoric ; and also when one is taken as negative and the other as affirmative, the latter being apodeictic. When, however, the negative statement is apodeictic. the conclusion will be negative and assertoric ; for the proof will take the same form whether the terms are universal or not, because the syll°gisms must be completed by means of the first figure, and so the result must be the same in these as in the former examples.d When, however, the negative statement, taken as universal, refers to the
e i.e. the corresponding affirmative premiss.
,	d CL 40 a 25.
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40 b
ίο μιν (νδ(χ6μη·ον, ύσται συλλογισμός δια της αντίστροφης, ύαν δ* αναγκαίοι·, ούκ ύσται. δ(ΐ-χθησ(ται δἐ τον αυτόν τρόπον ον και ύν τοϊς καθ· όλου, και Βία των αυτών όρων.
Φανερόν ούν και tv τούτω τω σχηματι πότ€ και πως (σται συλλογισμός, καὶ ποτε του ύνδύχισθαι 15 και 7τότε του ύπάρχ(ΐν. δῆλον δἐ και ἔτι πἐντ€$ ἀτελεῖς καὶ οτι τελείοΰνται Βία του πρώτου οχη· ματος.
XXIII.	Ότι μ(ν ούν οι (ν τούτοις τοις σχήμασι συλλογισμοί τ(λ(ΐοΰιται δι α των (ν τῷ πρώτψ σχηματι καθόλου συλλογισμών και (ις τούτους » ανάγονται, δῆλον ύκ των (ΐρημύνων ότι δ’ άττλώς 7τα? συλλογισμός ούτως ύξ(ΐ, νυν (σται φαν(ρόν, όταν δ(ΐχθη πας γιγνόμ(\ος Biα τούτων τινος των σχημάτων.
*Ανάγκη 8η πάσαν απόδο^ιν καὶ πάντα συλλογισμόν η ύπαρχον τι η μη ύπαρχον Βακνύναι, καί 15 τούτο η καθόλου η κατο, μύρος, (τι η Βακτικώς η (ζ ύποθ(σ(ως· του 8' (ζ ύττοθύσιως μύρος το Βία του αδυνάτου. πρώτον ούν (ΐπωμ(ν π(ρί των 8(ΐκτικών τούτων γάρ δαχθύντων φαικρόν (σται και ύπι των (Ις το αδυι·ατον και άλως των (ζ ύποθύσ(ως.
to Ει δη δύοι τό Α κατο, του Β συλλογισασΰαι η ύπαρχον η μη ύπάρχον, ανάγκη λαβεῖν τι κατά τινος. (Ι μ(ν ούν τό Α κατά του Β ληφθ(ίη, τό (ζ αρχής ύσται (Ιλημμ^νον. (ί δ( κατά του Γ, τό δἐ 316
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minor term, if it is problematic, there will be a syllogism by conversion ; but if it is apodeictic, there will be no syllogism. The proof will be effected in the same way as in the universal syllogisms, and by means of the same terms.
Thus it is evident, in this figure also, when and in what circumstances there will be a syllogism, and when this will be problematic and when assertoric.
It is also clear that the syllogisms are all imperfect, and that they are completed by means of the first figure.
XXIII. It is evident, then, from the foregoing ah syiio-analysis that the syllogisms in this figure are com-fSedby pleted by means of the universal syllogisms in the ^her1^re® first figure, and are reducible to them. This holds good of every syllogism without exception, as will at once be evident when it has been shown that every syll°gism is effected by means of one of these figures.
Now every demonstration and every syllogism must ^e£siv^ prove that some attribute does or does not apply to theticai?0 some subject, and that either universally or in a par- Proofs· ticular sense. Further, the proof must be either Ostensive or hypothetical. One kind of hypothetical proof is proof per impossibile. First, then, let us deal with Ostensive proofs ; for when we have shown the conditions which govern these, the facts will also be made clear with regard to proofs by reduction ad impossibile and to hypothetical proofs in general.
Supposing, then, that it is required to draw an Ostensive inference that the predicate A applies or does not inquires apply to the subject B, we must assume some predica- ^e0migses tion of some subject. Now if we assume that A is predicated of B, we shall have a petitio principii. If we assume that A is predicated of C, but C is predi-
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Γ κατά μηΰενός, μηδ' άλλο κατ* ἐκεπ·οι;, μηδἐ Bi κατά του Α έτερον, οίδός ίσται συλλογισμοί' τω γάρ €ΐ· καθ* «υς ληφθηι·αι ουδἐν συμβαίνω ι «*£ ανάγκης· ωστ€ προσληπτέον και tTtpav προτασιν.
Έ<χν μεν οίῬ ληφθη το Α κατ* άλλου ῆ άλλο κα τ ἀ του Λ, ἡ κ-ατἀ του Γ €Tf ρον, (ΐναι μὶν συλλογισμοί' οόδἐν κ·ιυλυει, προς· μέντοι το Β οι)κ ίο έσται δια των (ΐλσ^μμένιυν. οΰδ* όταν τἀ Γ έτέρω, 41 a κάκΐΊνο άλλω, και τούτο έτέρω, μη σννάτττη δἐ προς το Β, ουδ* ούτως εσται προς το Β συλλογισμός ' ολως γάρ ιιπομίν οτ ι οΓ·δός οόδ/ποτε έσται συλλογισμός άλλου κατ* άλλον μη ληφθιντος τινος μέσου, ο προς έκάτ€ρον €\ti πως ταΐς κάτι ηγορίαις· ο μίν γάρ συλλογισμός απλώς €κ προ-τάσαυν έστιν, 6 δἐ προς τό&€ συλλογισμός έκ των προς τάδε προτάσίων, ά δε τοΰδε προς τάδε δια των τοΰδε προς τάδε προτάσεων, αδύνατον δε προς το Β λαβεῖν πρότασιν μηΒϊν μητ€ κατηγορουντας αυτού μήτ' άπαρινυμέχους, η πάλιν τού Α προς το ίο Β μηΰϊν κοινόν λαμβάνοισας άλλ* έκατέρου δια άττα κατηγορούντας η άπαρνουμένους· ὧστε ληπ-τέον τι μέσον άμφοΐν, ο σιη·αφα τάς κατηγορίας, είπερ έσται τουό€ προς τάδε συλλογισμός.
1 συλλογισμός) συλλογισμοί του Α Rfu.
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cated of nothing, and no other term is predicated of C, and nothing else is predicated of A, there will be no syllogism ; for no necessary conclusion follows from the assumption that one term is predicated of one other term. Hence we must also assume another premiss.
Now if we assume that A is predicated of another term, or another term of A, or some other term of C, there is nothing to prevent a syllogism ; but if it proceeds from these assumptions it will have no reference to B. Again, when C is connected to another term, and this to another, and this to yet another, and the series is not connected with B, in this case too we shall have no syllogism with reference to B. For we have stated a the general principle that we shall never have any syllogism proving that one term is predicated of another unless some middle term is assumed which is related in some way by predication to each of the other two ; for the syllogism in general proceeds from premisses, and the syllogism relating to a given term proceeds from premisses relating to that term, and the syllogism proving the relation of one term to another is obtained by means of premisses which state the relation of one to the other. But it is impossible to obtain a premiss relating to Β if we neither assert nor deny anything of Β ; or again one which states the relation of A to Β if we cannot find something common to both, but merely assert or deny certain attributes peculiar to each. Therefore we must take some middle term relating to both, which will link the predications together, if there is to be a syllogism proving the relation of one term to the other.
Need for a
middle
terra.
25 b 32.
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Ει* ουν ανάγκη μεν τι Λαβεῖν πρός άμφω κοινόν, τούτο 8* ενδε'χεται τριχώς (η γάρ τ8 Α του Γ και ιδ το Γ τον Β κατηγορήσαντας, η το Γ κατ* άμφοΐν, η αμφω κατά τού Γ), ταντα δ* εστϊ τα είρημενα σχήματα, φανερόν στ ι πάντα συλλογισμόν ανάγκη γίγνεσθαι δια τούτων τινος των σχημάτων. ὁ γαρ αντος λόγος και ει 8ιά πλειόνων σννάπτοι προς to τό Β* ταότό γάρ εσται σχήμα και όπι των πολλών.
Ότι μεν ούν οι δεικτικοί πάντες π€ραίνονται διὰ τών προειρημε'ιχυν σχημάτων, φανερόν ότι δὲ και οι εις τό ἀδἕνατον, 8ήλον εσται δια τοὑτων. πάντως γάρ οι 8ιά τον άδυνάτου περαίνοντες τό μεν φεύόος α συλλογίζονται, τό 8' εξ αρχής εξ ύποθεσεως δει-κνυουσιν, όταν άδύιτχτόν τι συμβαίνη της αντι-φάσ€ ως τ εθείσης, οϊον ότι ασύμμετρος ή διάμετρος 8ιά τό γίγιεσΰαι τἀ περιττά Ισα τοΐς άρτιοις συμμέτρου τεθείσης. τό μιν ουν Ισα γίγνεσθαι τα περιττά τοις άρτιοις συλλογίζονται, τό 8* ασύμμετρου είναι την 8ιάμετρον εξ ύποθεσεως δεικνύ-#ο ονσιν, επει ψεϋ8ος συμβαίνει 8ιά την άντίφασιν. τούτο γάρ ήν τό 8ιά τού αδυνάτου σνλλογίσασθαι, τό δεῖ^αί τι ἀδι/νατον δια την εξ αρχής ύπόθε-σιν. ωστ επει τού φεύ8ους γίγνεται συλλογισμός δεικτικός εν τοΐς εις τό αδύνατον άπαγομενοις, τό w δ* εξ άρχης εξ ύποθεσεως δείκνυται, τοὺς δἐ δεικτικούς πρότερον ειπομεν ότι διά τούτων περαίνονται των σχημάτων, φανερόν ότι καί οι διά του * 320
* For the proof see Euclid, EUment*. x. app. 27 (Heiberg and Menge).
320
PRIOR ANALYTICS, I. xxm
Since, then, we must take some common term which is related to both, and this may be done in three ways, viz., by predicating A of C and C of B, or C of both, or both of C, and these are the figures already described, it is evident that every syllogism must be effected by means of one of these figures ; for the same principle will also hold good if A is connected with Β by more than one term ; the figure will be the same also in the case of several terms.
It is evident, then, that Ostensive proofs are carried out by means of the figures already described. That proofs by reduction ad impossibile are also carried out by their means will be clearly shown by what follows. Everyone, who carries out a proof per impossibile proves the false conclusion by syllogism and demonstrates the point at issue ex hypothesi when an impossible conclusion follows from the assumption of the contradictory proposition. E.gone proves that the diagonal of a square is incommensurable with the sides by showing that if it is assumed to be commensurable, odd become equal to even numbers.® Thus he argues to the conclusion that odd becomes equal to even, and proves ex hypothesi that the diagonal is incommensurable, since the contradictory proposition produces a false result. For we saw that to reach a logical conclusion per impossibile is to prove some conclusion impossible on account of the original assumption^ Therefore since in reduction ad impossibile we obtain an Ostensive syllogism of falsity (the point at issue being proved ex hypothesi), and we have stated above that Ostensive syllogisms are effected by means of these figures, it is evident that per impossi-
The different combinations of the three terras give the three figures.
Procedure of hypothetical proof.
6 i.e. to show that the contradictory of the required conclusion is incompatible with one of the original premisses.
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αδυνάτου συλλογισμοί διά τούτων εσονται των σχημάτων, ωσαύτως δε και οι άλλοι τταΐ'Γίζ οι εζ υποθίσιως’ ἐν άπασι yap ο μιν συλλογισμός γι-it) γνεται προς τδ μίταλαμβανόμεΐΌν, το 5* (ζ αρχή?
4t b πε ραίνεται δι’ ομολογίας ϊ) τινος· άλλης ύποθεσεως. ci δε τοντ* αληθές, πάσαν άπόδειζιν καί πάντα συλλογισμόν ανάγκη γίγιισθαι διά τριών των προειρημίιχυν σχημάτων. τούτου δἐ δειχθίντος δήλον ως άπας τε συλλογισμός επιτελειται διά του
,	t	%	%	9	%	%	%	9
ι πρώτον σχίσματος και ηυαγ’εται εις* τους· cv τουτω καθόλου συλλογισμούς.
XXΙ Ν’. "Κτι τε εν άπαιτι δ<ΐ κατηγορικόν τινα
των όρων clvai καί τό καθόλου ύπάρχαν άνευ γαρ του καθόλου η ούκ εσται συλλογισμός η ου προς το κείμενον, η τό ι ζ αρχής αΐτησεται. κείσθ ω γαρ ίο την μουσικήν ηδοιην clvai σπουδαιαν. ει μεν ούν άξιώσειεν ηδοιην ch-αι σπουδαιαν, μη προσθείς το πάσαν, ονκ ῖσται συλλογισμός· ει δε τινα ηδονην, ει μιν άλλην, ούδεν προς τό κείμενον, cl 8* αυτήν ταύτην, τό εξ άρχης λαμβάνω.
Μάλλον 8ε γίγΐ’εται φανερόν εν τοϊς διαγράμμασιν, is οΐον ότι του ισοσκελούς ισαι αι π ρος ττ} βασει. εστωσαν εις τό κεισρον ήγμεναι αι ΑΒ. ει ούν
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bile syllogisms will also be obtained by means of these figures. The same is true of all other hypothetical proofs ; for in every case the syllogism is effected with reference to the substituted proposition, and the required conclusion is reached by means of a concession a or some other hypothesis. But if this is true, every demonstration and every syllogism will be effected by means of the three figures already described ; and this being proved, it is obvious that every syllogism is completed by means of the first figure, and is reducible to the universal syllogisms in this figure.
XXIV.	Further, in every syllogism one of the terms must be positive,b and universality must be involved. Without universality either there Mill be no syllogism, or the conclusion will be unrelated to the assumption, or there will be petitio principii. Suppose that we have to prove that musical enjoyment is commendable. Then if we postulate that enjoyment is commendable, unless ‘ all * is prefixed to ‘ enjoyment,’ there will be no syllogism. If we postulate that some enjoyment is commendable, then if it is a different enjoyment, there is no reference to the original assumption ; and if it is the same, there is a petitio principii.
The point can be seen more clearly in the case of geometrical theorems. E.g., take the proposition that the angles adjacent to the base of an isosceles triangle are equal. Let the lines A and Β be drawn
α The process referred to belongs rather to dialectic reasoning. One’s opponent is induced to concede that the proposition to be proved is true if some other proposition is true ; the latter is then proved syllogistically.
b i.e. one of the premisses must be affirmative.
All in-
ferential processes are reducible to the syllogisms of the first figure.
In every
syllogism
(1)	at least one premiss must be affirmative;
(2)	at least one premiss mu.'t be universal.
Example
from
Geometry.
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ίσην λαμβάιο ι τὴν Α Γ γωνία ν τῇ ΒΔ μἡ όλως όςιιόσα; Γσα? τἀ? τῶν ημικυκλίων, καί πάλιν την Γ τη Δ μη πάσαν προσλαβών την τον τμήματος, «τι1 άπ ίσων ονσών των όλων γωνιών και ίσων *0 άφηρημένων ίσας ttvai τα? λοιπός τάς ΕΖἑ τὸ ἐf αρχής αΐτησιται, εάν μη λάβη από των ίσων ίσων άφαιρουμένων ίσα λιίπισθαι.
Φανερόν ουν οτι tv άπαντι δεῖ τἀ καθόλου υπάρ-χ*ιν, και ότι τό μιν καθόλου έζ απάντων των όρων καθόλου 8ιίκνυται, τό δ* tv ptptt και ούτως κά· ss Ktivως, oxrr* tav μιν ὐ τὀ συμπέρασμα καθόλου, και τους όρους ανάγκη καθόλου tlvai, tav 8* οι όροι καθόλου, «νδεχεται το συμπέρασμα μη ttvαι καθ-όλου. 8ήλον Οἐ και ότι έν άπαντι σνλλογισμω η άμφοτέρας η την έτέραν π ρότα σ ιν όμοίαν ανάγκη γίγΐ’ίσθαι τω σνμπ€ράσματι. λέγω 8* ου μόνον 90 τω καταφατικές ttvαι η σηρητικήν, άλλα καί τῷ άιαγκαίαν η υπάρχονσαν η ένόίχομ/νην. έπι-σκέφασθαι 8t 8ti και τας άλλας κατηγορίας.
Φavtpov 8t καί άπλως ποτ ισται καλ πότ* ουκ 1 in 6* C.
* τάς ΕΖ] τας ιτράς τοϊί ΕΖ η: τάς «ξ d1: iccL Waitx.
• Aristotle scrim to implv the figure ifiveri here. A and Β are radii of a circle ; the chord which joins them forms the base, as they form the equal sides, of an Isosceles triangle. E and F are the angles (between the radii and the chord) at the base of this triangle. AC and BI) are the angles formed by Λ and Β with the circumference (not with the base, λα in the Oxford translation), or rather with the tangents to the circumference; similarly C and D arc the angles formed by the chord with the circumference. This
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to the centre.® Then if you assume that ZAC = Z.BD without postulating generally that the angles of semicircles are equal, and again if you assume that ZC = ZD without also assuming that all angles of the same segment are equal, and further if you assume that when equal angles are subtracted from the whole angles the remaining angles E and F are equal, unless you assume (the general principle) that when equals are subtracted from equals the remainders are equal, you will be guilty of peiitio pnncipii.
Thus it is evident that in every syllogism universality must be involved, and that a universal conclusion can only be proved when all the terms are universal, whereas a particular conclusion can be proved whether the terms are or are not all universal; so that if the conclusion is universal, the terms must also be universal, but if the terms are universal the conclusion may not be universal. It is clear also (3) At least that in every syllogism one or both of the pre- mitbeof* misses must be similar to the conclusion ; I do not |J^sea™etha mean merely in being affirmative or negative, but conclusion, in being apodeictic or assertoric or problematic.6 We must also take into account the other forms of predication.®
It is, however, evident both generally when there
interpretation of the phrase ‘ angles of semicircles * or * of the same segment’ is given by all the commentators and is supported by Euclid III. 16. 31. Waitz’s interpretation, involving the excision of τάς EZ in 1. 20, is less satisfactory.
6 This is inconsistent with the view, stated in 38 a 15-25, that an assertoric conclusion may be drawn from one apodeictic and one problematic premiss.
c i.e. any other form of predication which appears in the conclusion must also appear in at least one premiss.
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(σται συλλογισμός, και πότε διη·ατῖς και ποτε τέλειος·, και ότι συλλογισμού οντος αναγκαίου εχειν 85 τοῖς όρους κατά τιια τών είρημέΐ’ων τρόπων.
XXV. Λήλον 8ε και ότι πάσα ἀττοδει^ι* * έσται δια τριών όρων και ου πλειόνων, εάν μη δι* άλλων και άλλων το αυτό συμπέρασμα γίγιηγται, οΐον το E δια τε των Λ Β και 8ιά των ΓΛ, η 8ιά των Α Β και 40 Λ Γ* και ΒΓ (πλείω γαρ μέσα των αυτών ού8ίν 42 λ εlint κωλύει), τούτων δ’ όχπων ούχ εΐς άλλα πλείους είσιν οι συλλογισμοί* η πάλιν όταν έκάτερον τών Α Β δια συλλογισμού ληφθη (οΐον τό Α δῶ τών ΔΕ και πάλιν το Β 8ιά τών ΖΟ), η τό μιν επαγωγή, τό 8ε σι·λλογισμω. άλλα και όντως πλείους οι ι συλλογισμοί· πλείω γ<\ρ τα συμπεράσματα «ττιν, οΐον τό τε Α Αται τό Β και τό Γ. ει 8* ουν μη πλείους άλΛ' εις, ο vt ω μεν ένύέχεται γενέσΟαι δια πλειόνων τό αυτό συμπέρασμα, ως 8* τό V 8ιά τών Λ Β άδυι·ατοι·. έστω γαρ τό E σνμπεπερα-σμένον έκ τών ΛΒΓΛ. ονκονι1 άι-άγκη τι αιττών ίο άλλο προς άλλο ειληά>θαι, τό μεν ως όλον τό 8* ως μέρος- τούτο γαρ 8έ8εικται πρότερον, ότι οντος συλλογισμού αναγκαίου ούτως τινας έχειν τών όρων, έχέτω ουν τό Α ούτως προς τό Β. εστιν άρα τι εξ αυτών συμπέρασμα, ούκούν ήτοι τό E η τών ΓΛ θάτερον η άλλο τι παρά, ταῦτα, και (ί ιι μεν τό Ιι. έκ τών Λ Β μόνον αν εΐη 6 συλλογισμός.
1 καί Λ Γ supra linram ndd. Hu : om. Λ.
•	Cf. 2$ a 16, note.
*	i.e. os an immediate conclusion from two simple premisses.
r 40 b SO.
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will and when there will not be a syllogism, and when the syllogism will be valid® and when perfect; and that if there is a syllogism the terms must be related in one of the ways already described.
XXV.	It is clear also that every demonstration will be effected by means of three terms and no more— unless the same conclusion is reached by means of different combinations of terms ; e.g., if E is concluded both from the propositions A and Β and from the propositions C and D, or from A and Β, A and C, and Β and C (for there is no reason why there should not be more than one middle between the same terms), but in this case there is not one syllogism but several ; or again when each of the propositions A and Β is obtained by syllogism (e.g., A by means of D and E, and Β by means of F and G), or one by induction and the other by syllogism ; but here again there will be several syllogisms, since there are several conclusions, viz., Α, Β and C. If it be granted that these are not several syllogisms but only one, then the same conclusion can be reached by more than three terms in this way ; but it cannot be reached as C is by means of A and B.b For let E be the conclusion reached by means of the premisses A, B, C and D. Then some one of these must have been assumed to be related to some other as whole to part ; for it has already been shown c that where there is a syllogism certain of the terms must be so related.0 Let A, then, be so related to B. Then there is some conclusion from these premisses ; either (1) E, or (2) one of the propositions C and D, or something else apart from these. (1) If it is E, the syllogism could be
d Sc. and therefore the premisses must exhibit a similar relation.
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41 »
τα δἐ ΓΔ *ί μὲν *χ*ι ούτως ώστ *Χναι τὸ μὲν ως όλον το δ* ως μέρος, ίσται τι και έζ *κ*ίνων, καί :ήτοι το E rj των Λ Β Θάτιρον η άλλο τι παρά to ταντα. καί εἰ μῖν τό E η των ΑΒ θάτ*ρον, τ) πλ*ίονς *σοιται οι συλλογισμοί, ἣ ως *ν*8έχ*το ταυτδ διά πλίΐόνων όρων π(ραιν*σθαι συμβαίν*ι· *ί Β* άλλο τι παρά ταντα, πλ*ίους έσονται και άσυν-απτοί οι συλλογισμοί προς άλληλους. «ἰ δἐ μή ούτως *χοι το Γ προς το Δ ωστ* ποιεῖν συλλογισμόν, μάτην έσται ιϊλημμένα, (ί μη έπαγωγης ή κρυφίως η τοὉν άλλου των τοιούτων χάριν.
» Ει δ* έκ τών Λ Β μη το E ἀλλ* άλλο τι γίγννται συμπέρασμα, έκ 8έ τών ΓΔ ἡ τούτων θάτιρον η άλλο παρά ταντα, πλείους τε οι συλλογισμοί γίγνον-ται και ου του νποκιιμένου' υπέκιιτο γάρ *1ναι τον E τόν συλλογισμόν. *ί 8* μη γιγν*ται έκ τών ΓΔ μη8*ν συμπέρασμα, μάτην τε (ίληφθαι αυτά συμ-•ο βαίνει και μη του έζ άρχης cfmi τόν συλλογισμόν ωστ* φαν*ρον ότι πάσα άπόδ*ιζις και πας συλλογισμός *σται 8ιά τριών όρων μόνον.
Τούτου 8* οντος φανιρου, δῆλον ώς καί *κ 8ύο προτάσεων και ου πλ*ιόνων (οι γάρ τρ*ις όροι διίο προτάσ*ις), *ί μη προσλαμβάιοιτο, καθάπ*ρ *ν τοΐς 35 έζ άρχης έλέχθη, προς την τ*λ*ίωσιν τών συλλογισμών. φαν*ρον ονν ώς έν ω λόγω συλλογι-
• 42 α 6.
328
• ί.*. by conversion ; 24 b 23.
PRIOR ANALYTICS, I. xxv
drawn from A and Β alone. And (i.) if C and D are in the relation of whole to part, there will be some conclusion from these too ; either (a) E or one of the propositions A and Β or (b) something else apart from these, (a) If it is E or one of the propositions A and B, either there will be more than one syllogism, or it follows that the same conclusion is reached by-several terms in the way which we saw ° to be possible. (6) If, however, the conclusion is something else apart from these, there will be several syllogisms which are unconnected with one another, (ii.) If, on the other hand, C is not related to D in such a way as to produce a conclusion, they will have been assumed to no purpose, unless with a view to induction or obscuring the argument or some other such object.
Again, (2) if the conclusion drawn from A and Β is not E but something else, and (i.) the conclusion from C and D is either one of the propositions A and Β or something else apart from them, more than one syllogism results, and these syllogisms do not prove the required conclusion ; for it was assumed that the syllogism proved E. And (ii.) if no conclusion follows from C and D, it follows that these propositions were assumed to no purpose, and that the syllogism does not prove the original assumption. Hence it is evident that every demonstration and every syllogism will be effected by means of three terms only.
This being evident, it is clear also that every Every syiio syllogism proceeds from two premisses and no more feeds from (for the three terms form two premisses)—unless J^ssesoniy, some further assumption be made, as we said at the beginning, in order to complete the syllogisms.5 Thus it is evident that if in any syllogistic argument
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(ττικω μη άρτιαί ιίσιν al προτάσιις δι* * ιον γίγνιται το σημπιρασμα τ6 κύριον (ίνια πὸρ τῶν άνιυθιν συμπερασμάτων αναγκαίο»· ὡ-αι ττροτάσιις), οντος 6 λόγος η ον σνλλιλόγισται η πλιίω τῶν άναγκαίων
40 ήρώτηκι προς τὸν Οίσιν.
♦2 b Κατἀ μιν οι·ν τάς κυρίας προτάσιις λαμβαι*ο-μίνων τών συλλο^ασμών, οπος ισται συλλογισμός (κ προτάσιων μιν αρτοον ιζ ορών δε περιττών* cvi yap πλιίονς οι υροι τ ιον προτάσι ιον. tor αι δε και s τἀ σι·μπιράσματα ήμίση των προτάσιων. όταν δι διά προσυλλογισμων πιραίι-ηται η δια πλειάναιν μισών 'μη 1 σννιχων (οΙον τό Λ Β διά των ΓΛ), το μιν πλήθος τοι»» open ν ωσαύτως ίνι νπιρίζιι τἀ? προτάσεις (ή yap ίζωθιν ή ιις το μέσον τιθησιται ό παριμπίπτων ορος, αμ·^οτιριος δι σνμβαινιι evt
10	ιλάττω (ίναι τα διαστήματα των όρων, αι δι προτάσιις ίσαι τοΐς διασημιασιν), ου μfιτοι act αι μιν άρτιοι ίσοι ται οι δι π< ριττοι, αλλ ιιτιλλαζ, όταν μιν αι προτάσιις άρτιοι, π ι ριττοι οι οροί, οται* δ* οι όροι άρτιοι, πιριτται αι προτάσιις {αμα γαρ τω όρω μία προστίθιται πρότασις, αν όποθιιοΰν
11	προστιΰή ό όρος), ωστ% ιπιι αι μιν αρτιαι οι δι πιριττοι ήσαν, άχτίγκη παραλλαττιιν της αι/της προσθίσιως γιγι·ομιιης. τα δι σνμπιρασματα ον κι τ ι την αίτημ· ίξιι τάξιν οΰτι προς τους ορούς ο vt ι προς τάς προτάσιις’ ίνος γάρ όρου προστιθι-μί\τ>ν σνμπιρασματα προστιθήσιται εν ι ελαττιυ
*ο των προνπαρχόιτων όρων’ προς μοι·ον γάρ τον
1 μη om. η, seel. Wait*.
• As in sorites.
* Λ*, in thr sirnplt* *yllofri<;m.
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the premisses by which the conclusion proper is reached (I say ‘ proper ’ because some of the earlier conclusions must necessarily be premisses) are not even in number, then this argument either has not been proved syllogistically or has postulated more premisses than are necessary for proving the hypothesis.
Thus if syllogisms are considered with respect to their premisses properly so called, every syllogism will consist of an even number of premisses and an odd number of terms ; for the terms are one more than the premisses. Moreover, the conclusions will be half as many as the premisses. But -when the conclusion is reached by means of prosyllogisms or of several consecutive middle terms0 {e.g.,the conclusion AB by means of the terms C and D), the number of the terms will exceed that of the premisses, as before, by one (for each further term which is introduced will be added either externally or intermediately to the sequence, and in either case it follows that the intervals are one fewer than the terms, and there are as many premisses as intervals) ; the former will not, however, always be even and the latter odd, but alternately when the premisses are even the terms will be odd, and when the terms are even the premisses will be odd ; for wherever a term is added one premiss is added as well. Thus since the premisses were b even and the terms odd, their numbers must change accordingly when the same addition is made to both. But the conclusions will no longer preserve the same numerical relation either to the terms or to the premisses ; for the addition of one term will increase the number of conclusions by one less than the original number of terms, since it will form con-
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έσχατον ου ποιεῖ συμπέρασμα, πρός δἐ τοῖς άλλους πάπας, οΐον ει τώ ΛΒΓ πρόσκειται το Δ, ευθύς καί συμπεράσματα δυο πρόσκειται, τό τε προς το Α και τδ προς τδ Β. ομοίως δε κάπι των άλλων, καν εις τό μέσον 8* παρεμπίπτη, τον αυτόν τρόπον· is προς cm γαρ μόιον ου ποιήσει συλλογισμόν, ὧστε πολύ πλείω τα συμπεράσματα και των όρων εσται και των προτάσεων.
XXVI.	Ήττ(ΐ δ* εχομεν περί ων οι συλλογισμοί, και ποιον εν εκά στ ω σχηματι καί ποσαχώς δεί-κινται, φανερόν ἡμῖν εστί και ποιον πρόβλημα 90 χαλεπόν καί ποιον εύεπιχείρητον τἀ μίν γαρ εν πλείοσι σχημασι καί διά πλειόνων πτώσεων περσινό με \ο ν ραον, τό δ* ἐν ελάττοσι καί δι ελατ-τόνων δυσεπιχειρητότερον.
Τό μεν ουν καταφατικόν τό καθόλου δια του πρώτου σχήματος δεικιττται μόνου, καί διά τούτου μοι·αχως- τό δε στερητικόν διά τε του πρώτου καί ss διά του μέσου, καί διά μεν του πρώτου μοναχώς, διά δε του μέσου διχώς· τό δ* εν μερει καταφατικόν διά του πρώτου καί διά του εσχάτου, μοναχώς μεν διά του πρώτου, τριχώς δε διά του εσχάτου, τό δὲ στερητικόν τό κατά μέρος εν άπασι τοΐς ετχημασι δείκινται, πλην εν μεν τω πράττω άπαξ, εν δε. τω 40 με σ ω καί τω εσχάτω εν τω μεν διχώς εν τω δε τριχώς.
♦3 » Φανερόν ούν ότι τό καθόλου κατηγορικόν κατα-σκευάσαι μεν χαλεπώτατον, άνασκευάεται δε μαστόν. όλως δ' εστιν αναιρούντι μίν τά καθόλου τών
• Barbara.
' Cesare and Camestres.
1 Olarent.
- DariL
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elusions with all the terms except the last. E.g·, if the term D is added to the terms Α, Β and C, two further conclusions are added ipso facto, viz., those which are given by the relation of D severally to A and B. Similarly too in all other cases. And even if the term be introduced intermediately, the same principle holds ; for the term will form a conclusion with all the rest but one. Thus there will be many more conclusions than either terms or premisses.
XXVI. Now that we understand the scope of the syllogism, and what sort of proof can be obtained in each figure and in how many ways, it is also evident to us what kind of proposition is difficult and what is easy to deal with ; for that which is concluded in more figures and by more moods is easier, while that which is concluded in fewer figures and by fewer moods is harder to deal with.
The universal affirmative is proved only by the first figure, and by this in one a mood only ; but the negative is proved both by the first and by the middle figure : by the first in one b and by the middle in two c moods. The particular affirmative is proved by the first and the last figures : by the first in one d and by the last in three e moods. The particular negative is proved in all three figures, with this difference, that in the first figure it is proved in one1 mood, while in the second and third it is proved respectively in two0 and in three7* moods.
Thus it is evident that the universal affirmative is the hardest to establish and the easiest to overthrow. In general, universal propositions are more open to
*	Darapti, Disamis and Datisi.
* Ferio.	9 Festino, Baroco.
*	Felapton, Bocardo and Ferison.
Relative ea^e and difficulty ol proving different types of proposition
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43»
tv μύρ<ι poor καί γαρ ην μηδίνι και ην τινι μη ύπάρχη άι*ηρηται* τούτων δε το μιν τινι μη tv 8 άπασι τοίς σχι)μασι δίίκνυται, τό δἐ μηδα·ι tv τοΐς δυσίν. τον αυτόν hi τρόπον κάττι των στίρητικών· και γαρ 11 παιπί και 11 τινι, αιηηρηται τό (ζ όρχης· τούτο δ' ην tv δύο σχημασιν. ιπί δἐ τῶν ἐν μέρει μοναχώς, η παντί η μηδίνι δίίζαντα ύπάρχίιν. ίο κατασκίυάζοντι hi ρα ω τα tv ptpt ι* και γαρ ἐν ττλίίοσι σχι'ιμασι καί δια. πλαοι·ων τρόπων.
*0λως τι ον δ(ΐ λανθάναν ότι ανασκίυάσαι μ(ν δι* άλληλων ἐστι καί τα καθόλου διά των iv μίρ*ι καί ταντα διά των καθόλου, κατασκ€νάσαι δ* ονκ ίστι δια των κατά μύρος τα καθόλουt δι* Ικανών hi. η ταντ* ύστιν. άμα δι δηλον ότι καί τό άνασκίυάζίΐν ίστι του κατασκεύαζαν ράον.
ΙΙώς- pi ν ονν γίγΐίται πας σνλλο·/ισμος καί διά πόσων όρων καί πρστάσίω\\ και πώς ίχουσών προς άλληλας, ότι hi ποιον πρόβλημα tv ύκάστω σχηματι καί ποιον ἐν πλείοσι καί ποιον tv ύλαττοσι hti-κννται, δήλον €Κ των αρημύνων.
*ο XXVII. 11 cos' δί εύπορησομεν αυτοί προς το τιθύμαον at ι συλλογισμών, καί διά ποιας οδοΰ ληψόμεθα τάς πίρι tκάστον αρχάς, νυν ηδη λίκτύον
• 4J b 35.	1 Ι η chs. χχϋΐ,-χχτί.
* i.t. the premisses ; r/. 43 b 36.
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refutation than particular ones ; for the proposition is refuted not only if the predicate applies to none, but also if it does not apply to some of the subject, and of these alternatives the latter can be proved in all three figures, and the former in two of them. Similarly in the case of negative propositions ; for the hypothesis is refuted not only if the predicate applies to all but also if it applies to some of the subject, and we have seen® that this can be proved in two figures. But in particular propositions the refutation can only be effected in one way, by showing that the predicate applies to all, or to none. For constructive purposes, however, particular propositions are easier, since they can be proved in more figures and by more moods.
We must not fail to observe the general principle that whereas propositions can be overthrown reciprocally, the universal by the particular and the particular by the universal, universal propositions cannot be established by means of particular ones, although the latter can be established by means of the former.
At the same time it is obvious also that it is easier to overthrow a proposition than to establish it.
The foregoing analysis b clearly shows how every syllogism is effected, and by means of how many terms and premisses, and how these are related one to another ; and also what kind of proposition is proved in each figure, and what kind is proved in more and what kind in fewer figures.
XXVII.	We must next proceed to describe how Cons we ourselves shall find an adequate supply of syllo- syUo gisms to meet any given problem, and by what method we shall apprehend the starting-pointsc appropriate to each problem ; for presumably we
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43 a
ον yap μόνον ίσως δεῖ τὴν γενεσιν θ(ωρειν τών συλλογισμών, cIAAA και τὴν δύναμιν όχειν του
1TOUIV.
*ι Απάντων δη των όντων τ α μεν tern τοιαντα ὧστε κατά μηδενός άλλου κατηγορ(ΐσθαι αληθώς καθόλου (οιον Κλἐιυν και Καλλύχ? καί τό καθ* (κάστον και αισθητόν), κατά δἐ τοὐτων άλλα (*αὶ γάρ άιθρωπος και ζῷον εκάτιρος τούτων ἐστί)* τα •ο δ’ aj/τἀ μεν κατ* αλλαιν κατηγορεΐται, κατά δἐ roirrojv άλλα πρότερον ου κατηγορεΐται’ τα καὶ αντἀ άλλα» ν καὶ αυτών ιτ (ρα, ο Ιον άνθροτπος Καλλίου και άνθρωπον ζώον. οτ ι μ(ν ούν ο·ια των όντων κατ' οι/δενός πεφυκε λεγεσθαι δῆλον τῶν γάρ αισθητών σχ(δόν (κάστον ἐστι τοιοντον ὧστε μ ὑ κατηγορ( ισθαι κατά μηδεχ·ος, πλἣν ως κατά ν> σνμβεβηκός’ φαμεν γάρ ποτ( τό λευκόν εκ(ΐνο Σωκράτη ν είναι και τό προσ ιόν Καλλίαν. ότι δἐ και επι τό άνω πορενομει·οις Ισταταί ποτε, πάλιν ερούμεν ιΌν δ* (στω τούτο κ(ίμ(νον. κατά μεν ούν τούτων ούκ εστιν άποδείξαι κατηγορούμενον ετ(povt πλην ει μη κατά δόξαν, άλλα ταΰτα κατ’ άλλα»ν 40 ούδε τά καθ’ εκαστα κατ άλλων ἀλλ* ετερα κατ εκείνων. τά δε μεταξύ δήλον ως άμφοτόρως εν-δεχεται* και γάρ αυτά κατ* άλλων και άλλα κατά τούτων λ(χθήσ(ται, καί σχεδόν οι λόγοι και αι σκεφεις είσι μάλιστα περί τούτων.
S36
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should not merely speculate about the formation of syllogisms, but also possess the capacity to construct them.
Now all existing things either (1) are such that Three they cannot be truly predicated in a universal sense pSfibies. of anything else (e.g., Cleon and Callias and anything which is individual and sensible), but other attributes can be so predicated of them (for each of the two examples just quoted is a man and an animate being) ; or (2) are predicated of other things, but other things are not first predicated of them ; or (3) both are themselves predicated of other things and have other things predicated of them (as ‘ man * is predicated of Callias and ‘ animal * of man). Thus it is obvious that some things are naturally predicable of nothing, for broadly speaking every sensible thing is such that it cannot be predicated of anything— except in an accidental sense ; for we sometimes say ‘ That white thing is Socrates ’ or ‘ That which is approaching is Callias.* We shall explain elsewhere ° that there is also an upward limit to the process of predication ; for the present let this be taken as assumed. It cannot be demonstrated, then, that anything else is predicated of this class of things, except by way of opinion ; but they are predicated of other things. Individuals, on the other hand, are not predicated of other things, but other things are predicated of them. Things which are intermediate between universals and individuals, however, clearly admit of both processes ; for they both are predicated of other things and have other things predicated of them. It is with this class of things, broadly speaking, that arguments and inquiries are chiefly concerned.
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43 b Δεῖ δη τάς προτάσεις περί εκάστον ούτως ἐν-λαμβάνιιν, νποθόμ* νον αυτό τρωτόν και τους ορισμούς τε και όσα Τόια του πράγματος ἐστιν, «Γτα μετἀ τοΓπο όσα Γ:τ* ται toj πρ·ιγματι, και πάλιν οΐς ι τό πράγμα άκολουΟιΙ, και οσα μη €νδ€χιται αυτω υπήρχαν οΐς δ’ αι)τό μ ἡ ο&'χεται ούκ όκλητηίον, δια τό άιτιστρ<φ€ΐν το στερητικόν. διαιρετόον δἐ και τω ι· επόμενων οσα τε ο* τῷ τι con και οσα ῶς Γδια και όσα ως σνμβεβηκότα κατηγορεΐται, και τούτων ποια όοξαστικως και ποια κατ* αλήθειαν ίο όσιο μιν γάρ αν πλειόιων τοιούτων εύπορη τις, Θάττον εντενζεται σνμπεράσματι, όσω δ’ αν άλη-Θεστερων, μάλλον άποόείζει.
Αει δ* εκ λέγειν μη τα επόμενα τινι, άλΧ όσα όλιο τω πράγματι επεται, οΐον μη τί τινι άνΰρωπω αλλά τί παισι άνΰρωπω επεται* όιά πὸρ των καθόλου προτάσεων α συλλογισμός, αδιόριστου μιν ούν ιι όι-το? άδηλον ει καθόλου η πρότασις, διωρισμενου δε φαι·ερον. ομοίως δ’ εκλεκτεον και οΐς αυτό επεται όλοις, διά την ειρημεχην αιτίαν, αυτό δε τό επόμενον ου ληπτεον όλον επεσθαι, λόγω δ* οΐον άνΰρωπω παν ζωον η μουσική πάσαν επιστήμηι\ άΛΛἀ μόνον απλώς- άκολουθεΐν, καθάπερ και προ· 20 τεινόμεθα' καί γάρ άχρηστον Οάτερον και αδύνατον, οΐον πάντα άνθρωπον είναι παν ζωον η δικαιοσύνην SS8
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Now we must select the premisses connected with each problem in the following manner. We must set down (1) the subject itself, its definitions and all its properties, (2) all the concepts which are consequents of the subject, (3) the concepts of which the subject is a consequent, and (4) the attributes which cannot apply to the subject. We need not select the concepts to which it cannot apply, because the negative premiss is convertible. We must also distinguish among these consequents those which are included in the essence, those which are predicated as properties, and those which are predicated as accidents ; and of these we must distinguish those which are supposedly from those which are really associated with the subject, for the greater our supply of the latter, the sooner we shall arrive at a conclusion, and the truer they are, the more convincing will be our proof.
We must select consequents not of some part but of the whole of the subject, e.g., not those of some individual man, but those of every man ; for it is from universal premisses that the syllogism proceeds. Thus when a statement is indefinite it is uncertain whether the premiss is universal, but when the statement is definite this is quite clear. Similarly we must select only those concepts of the whole of which the subject is a consequent, for the reason just stated. But we must not assume that the consequent is consequent as a whole ; I mean, e.g., that all ‘ animal ’ is a consequent of ‘ man,’ or all ‘ scientific knowledge ’ of ‘ music,’ but only that it is a consequent, -without qualification ; as indeed we express it in a proposition ; the other form of expression (e.g., ‘ every man is every animal * or ‘ probity is all good ’) is
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άπαν αγαθόν ἀλλ* * ω cntrai, (π ικ€ινου το πανη λἐνβται.
Ὅταν δ* υπό τιι-ος πίρκ'χηται το ύποκ(Ιμevov ω τα επόμενα δεῖ λαβίϊν, τα μιν τ ίο καθόλου Ιπόμ<να Μ η μη Ιπόμκνα ούκ όκλίκτΐον ἐν τούτο ι? {ίΧληπται γαρ ἐν etcdVoις' όσα γάρ ζαχγ’ /cal άνθρώπω tnerai, καί όσα μη νπάρχ€ι ακταιττιον), τἀ δἐ ττενὶ «κάστον Γδια ληπτόον «ττι γαρ άττα τῷ είδε ι δια παρά τ6 γόνος' αΛ’όγκη γαρ τοῖς Ιτόροις εΓΒεσιν δια άττα ῶτάρχει»’.
Οόδἐ τὴ τῷ καθόλου όκλίκτόον οΐς ἕνεται τὲ soπ€ρΐ€χόμ€νον, οΓον ζ<ὑμ οΐς ὲνεται άνθρωπος· ανάγκη γάρ, €ΐ άιθρώπω άκολονθ€Ϊ τά ζώον, παὶ τοάτοις· άττασιν άκολουθίΐν. οίκιιόηρα δἐ ταῦτα τῆ? του <ζι-Ορώπου όκλογης.
Λητττόον δἐ και τοι ιῖς ἐν ϊ τό πολύ επόμενα καὶ <ός ῖττεται · των γάρ ιό? όπί το πολύ προβλημάτων Μ και ό συλλογισμός (κ τών ως όπι τό 7τολύ προ-τάσ€(υν, η πασών η τινα)ν όμοιου γὰρ έκαστου τἀ συμπέρασμα ταΐς άρχαΐς.
"Ετι τα πόσιν επόμενα ου* €κλ€ΚΤ€ον ου γαρ εσται συλλογισμός όζ αυτών δι* ην 5* αίτιον ἐν τοῖς όπομόνοις εσται δῆλον.
XXVIII.	Κατασ*ενάζειν μεν οὑν βουλομενοις
*	That it is useless (for purposes of argument) Is probably true ; but it is recognized as possible in modern logic.
*	Literally ' starting-points.'
*	i.t. of both major and minor terms. This would give a
syllogism in the second fipure with two affirmative premisses, from which no conclusion follows.	4 44 b 20.
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useless and impossible.® It is to the antecedent that ‘ all * or ‘ every ’ is attached.
When the subject whose consequents we have to apprehend is included in some wider term, we must not select the consequents or non-consequents of the universal in dealing with the particular (for they have been apprehended already in considering the universal, for the consequents of ‘ animal * are consequents of ‘ man,’ and similarly with non-consequents), but we must apprehend the consequents which are peculiar to the individual. For there are some properties which are peculiar to the species apart from the genus, since the other species must also have some properties peculiar to them.
Nor again should we in the case of the universal term select the antecedents of the subordinate term ; e.g., in the case of ‘ animal ’ we should not select the antecedents of ‘ man,’ for if * animal * is a consequent of ‘ man,’ it must be a consequent of all these concepts as well. They belong more properly, however, to the selection of concepts associated with the term ‘ man.’
We must also apprehend those concepts which are usually consequents of our subject, and those of which it is usually a consequent ; for the syllogism of propositions about the usual is also drawn from premisses which are usually true, either all or some of them ; for the conclusion of every syllogism is similar to its original premisses.6
Further, we must not select concepts which are consequents of all c the terms, because they will not produce a syllogism. Why this is so will be clear presently .d
XXVIII. When we wish to establish a proposition
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4* * κατά τιιος όλου τού μιν κατασκιναζομινου βλιπ-τιον ιις τἀ νποκι ιμιχ·α, κ*α$* ών α vt6 τυγχανιι λεγόμενον, ου Bi δεῖ κατηγοριισθαι, όσα τούτω ΐπιται· αν γάρ τι τούτων ὐ ται/τόν, ανάγκη Θάτιρον θατίριρ νπάρχιιν. ην Bi μη ότι παντι ἀλλ* ὁτι 44 * τινι, οΐς ΐπιται ΐκάτιρον (ι γάρ τι τούτων ταύτόν, άνάγκί) τινι νπάρχιιν. όταν μηΒιι·Ι Βΐη νπάρ· χιιν, ω1 μιν ον Βιϊ νπάρχιιν, ιις τα ιπόμινα, ο δἐ ι δεῖ μη νπάρχιιν,% ιις α μη «’νδίχεται αὑτῷ παριΐχτχν ἣ ὼἀπαΛιΓ, ώ μιν δεῖ /χὺ νπάρχιιν, ιις% α μὴ ινΒΐχιται αι/τώ τταμιῖναι, ό οι μη νπάρχιιν, ιις τα ίπόμινα. τοι/τ<υν γάρ όνταη* τῶν αι/τών ο ποτε-ραη·υῖ»·, ούόινι ιν&ιχιται Οατιρω Οάτιρον νπάρχιιν* γίγνιται γάρ ότι μιν ό ΐν τω ηρώτφ σχη/ιατι συλλογισμός, ότι δ’ ό ἐν τω μίσω. ιάν Bi τινι μη ίο νπάρχιιν, ω μιν δεῖ μη νπάρχιιν, οις ΐπιται, ο δἐ μη ιττάρχιιν, α μη δυι·ατἀι' αντίο νπάρχιιν ιι γάρ τι τούτων ιΐη ταύτόν, άνάγκη τινι μη νπάρχιιν.
Μάλλον δ* ίσως ὧδ* ι στα ι των λιγομη·ων ϊ κάστον φανιρόν. ϊ στ ω γάρ τα μιν ΐπόμιχ*α τω Α ΐφ* ών Β, οις δ’ α ντο ΐπιται ιφ* ών Γ, α Bi ρἡ ινΒιχιται is αντίο ιττάρχιιν ιφ* ών Δ· πάλα» Bi τω E τἀ μιν νπάρχοχτα ιφ* οΐς Ζ, οις Β* α ντο ῖττεται ιφ* οΐς H, ἄ Bi μη ινΒιχι ται αντω νπάρχιιν ιφ* οΐς Θ. 11 μιν ούν ταντό τι ι στ αι των Γ τινι των Ζ, άιάγκη τὸ Α
1 <J] δ m, Waitz.
*	«if τα ίττόμοο, ο δέ <δὲι μη νττάρχιυτ ΟΠΙ. Wait*, hibent codtl., set! ώ pro 6 bi Λ1.
*	«ς om. AlVCdu.
*	Barbara. * Darapti. * CVvaro. 4 Camcslrw.
•	By converting the major prcmUs in CVsarc or the minor
in Oamestrcs.	t Kdaptoa.
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about a subject as a whole, we must consider (1) the subjects of which the predicate which we are trying to establish is actually asserted, and (2) the consequents of the subject whose predicate we are required to establish ; for if there is anything which is common to both classes, then the predicate must apply to the subj ect.° If we are trying to establish that it applies not to all but to some, we must consider the antecedents of both terms ; for if anything is common to both classes, then one term must apply to some of the other.5 When it is required that one term shall apply to none of the other, we must consider the consequents of the subject, and the attributes which cannot belong to the predicate,'c or conversely we must consider the attributes which cannot belong to the subject and the consequents of the predicate d; for if any term is the same in both series, the predicate term cannot apply to any of the subj ect ; for a syllogism results sometimes in the first e and sometimes in the middle figure. If it is required that one term shall not apply to some of the other, we must consider the antecedents of the subject and the attributes which cannot apply to the predicate ; for if anything is common to these two classes, it must follow that the predicate does not apply to some of the subject/
Perhaps the several rules stated above will be clearer if we express them in the following manner. Let the consequents of A be designated by B, the antecedents of A by C, and the attributes which cannot apply to A by D ; again, let the attributes of E be designated by F, the antecedents of E by G, and the attributes which cannot apply to E by H. Then (1) if any of the Cs is the same as any of the Fs,
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παντι ται E νπάρχιιν· τ6 μεν γαρ Ζ παντι τω E, τ6 80 Γ παντι τω Α, ωστι παντι τω E τό Α. el » 80 τό Γ καί το 11 ταὐτὁν, ανάγκη τινι των E τἀ Α νπάρχιιν τῷ μιν γάρ Γ τό Α, τῷ H τἀ E παντι άκολοοΟίΐ. ιί 80 τό Ζ καί τό Δ ταύτόν, ουδινί των E τἀ Α νπάρξιι ικ προσυλλογισμοθ' ewet γαρ αντίστροφα τό στιρητικόν και τό Ζ τω Δ ταὑτον, ονδινι τών Ζ νπάρξιι τό Α, τό 80 Ζ παισὶ τω E. ν, πάλιν cι τό Β και τό Θ ταότόν, ουδινί των E τἀ Α νπάρξιι· τό γαρ Β τω μιν Α παιτι, τῷ* 8* Οφ* φ τό H οόδενι νπάρξιι* ται/τό πὸρ ὖν τῷ Θ, τἀ δἐ Θ οίοενι τών L υπηρχιν. 11 δἐ τό Λ καὶ τὸ H ταὺτἐν, τό Α τινι των E ουχ νπάρξιι- τῷ γαρ H ουχ eo νπάρξιι, οτι ονδι τω Δ* τἀ δἐ H ἐστιν νπό τό E, ῶστε το·ι τῶν Κ οὐτ νπάρξιι. 11 80 τω H τό Β ταντόν, άιτιστραμμινος ϊ στ α ι συλλογισμός' τό μιν γαρ E* τω Α νπάρξιι παιτι—τἀ γαρ Β τω Α, τό 80 E τω Β [ταντό γαρ ἡν τῷ H)· τἀ 80 Α τω E παντί μιν ονκ άιάγκη νπάρχι ιν0 τινι 8* ανάγκη δια τό ϋ άντιστρίφιιν τη καθόλου κατηγορία την κατο, μι ρος.
Φαιτρόν ουν ότι ιις τα. προαρημιχ·α βλιπτίον ικατίρου καθ' ϊ κάστον πρόβλημα* 8ιά τούτων γαρ άπαντις οι συλλογισμοί, δεῖ 80 και των ιπομινων, και οις ίπιται ΐκαστον, ιις τα. πρώτα και τα καθό-4ο λου μάλιστα βλίπιιν, οΐον του μιν E μάλλον ιις α b τό ΚΖ η ιις τό Ζ μόνον, του 80 Α ιις τό Κ Γ ἣ ιις τό Γ μόνον, ιί μιν γαρ τω ΚΖ νπάρχι ι τό Α, καὶ τω Ζ και τω E νπάρχι ι* ιί 80 το vt ω μη ίπιται,
1 tw corr. Af; τό Bdua. β E ΛΒΚΜ·η* : H B'd'fmn1.
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A must apply to all E ; for F applies to all E, and C applies to all A, so that A applies to all E. (2) If C and G are the same, A must apply to some E.
For A is a consequent of all C, and E of all G. (3) If F and D are the same, by a prosyllogism A will apply to no E ; for since the negative proposition is convertible, and F is the same as D, A will apply to no F ; but F applies to all E. (4) Again, if Β and H are the same, A will apply to no E ; for Β will apply to all A, but to no E ; for Β is ex hypothesi the same as H, and we assumed that H applies to no E. (5) If D and G are the same, A will not apply to some E.
For it will not apply to G, inasmuch as it does not apply to D. But G falls under E, and so A will not apply to some E. (6) If Β is the same as G, there will be a syllogism by conversion. For E will apply to all A, since Β applies to A and E to Β (since Β is ex hypothesi the same as G). It does not necessarily follow, however, that A applies to all E, but only that it applies to some, because the universal is convertible into a particular statement.
Thus it is evident that in the proving of every proposition we must consider the foregoing relations of subject and predicate ; for it is by these that all syllogisms are determined. Moreover we must con- Terms sider especially those of the consequents and ante- considered cedents of each term which are primary and universal; e.g., in the case of E we must consider KF rather versai form, than F alone, and in the case of A we must consider KC rather than C alone.® For if A applies to KF it applies both to F and to E, but if it is not a consequent of the latter, it may still be a consequent of F.
° KF and KC are universals which include F and C respectively.
M
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έγχωρει τῷ Ζ έπεσθαι. όμοίυ>ς δι καί έφ* ῶν αυτό ακολουθεί σκετττέον' ει μιν γαρ τοΐς πρώτοις, και b τοΐς ύπ* έκεΐνα έπεται, εἰ δἐ μἡ τούτου, άλΑΑ τοι* ῶτό ταῦτα έγχωρει.
Δῆλον 5ἐ και ότι δια τῶν τριών όρων καί των δυο προτάσεων ή σκέψις, και Βία των προειρημενών σχημάτων οι συλλογισμοί πόντε ς. δει-κνυται γαρ ύπαρχειν μεν παντι τω E τἀ Α, όταν τῶν Γ και Ζ ταύτόν τι ληφθή. τούτο δ* εσται ίο μέσον, άκρα δε τδ Α καί E* γίγνεται ούν τδ πρώτον σχήμα, τινι δ/, όταν τό Γ καί τδ H ληφθή ταύτόν τούτο δε τδ έσχατον σχήμα, μισόν γαρ τδ 1! γίγνεται. μηδενι δε, όταν τδ Δ *αί τό Ζ ταύτδν. ούτω δι καί τδ πρώτον σχήμα και τδ μέσον, τδ μὲν πρώτον ότι ονδενί τω Ζ ύπαρχε ι τδ Α, είπε ρ is αντιστρέφει τδ στερητικόν, τδ δε Ζ παντὶ τῷ E, τἀ δε μέσον ότι τδ Δ τῷ μεν Α ούδενί τω 3ἐ E παντι ύπαρχε ι. τινι δε μή ύπαρχε ιν, όταν τδ Δ και τό II ταύτδν ή. τούτο δέ τδ έσχατον σχήμα* τδ μιν γαρ Α ούδενί τῷ H υπάρξει, τδ δέ E παντι
τῷ H.
so Φανερόν ούν ότι δια τών προειρημένων σχημάτων οι συλλογισμοί πάντες, καί ότι ούκ εκλεκτέον όσα πόσιν επεται, δια τδ μηδένα γίγνεσθαι συλλογισμόν έξ αύτών. κατασκευάζειν μεν γαρ όλως ούκ ήν έκ τών επομένων, άποστερειν δ’ ούκ ενδέχεται δια τού πόσιν επομένου' δει γαρ τω μιν ύπαρχε ιν τω δε μή ύπαρχε ιν. * 346
• Cj. 43 b 3β.	* 27 a 18, b 23.
4 ·.*. from two affirmative premisses which state the middle
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Similarly we must observe the antecedents of the term in question ; for if it is a consequent of those which are primary, so it is also of the terms which fall under these ; but if it is not a consequent of the former, it may still be so of the latter.
ix> It is clear also that our inquiry is carried out by Themetiux means of the three terms and two premisses, and that pnSeSsb; all the syllogisms are effected by means of the three £Jj®e°I^tinar figures already described. For it is proved (1) that syllogism. A applies to all E when one of the Cs is taken as identical with one of the Fs. This will be the middle term, and the extremes will be A and E. Thus the first figure results. (2) That A applies to some E when C and G are taken as identical. This is the last figure ; for G becomes the middle term. (3) That A applies to no E when D and F are identical. In this case we get both the first and the middle figure ; the first because A applies to no F (the negative proposition being converted) and F applies to all E, and the middle figure because D applies to no A but to all E. (4) That A does not apply to some E when D and G are identical. This is the last figure, for A will apply to no G and E will apply to all G.
Thus it is evident that all syllogisms are effected by Conse-,means of the figures already described, and that we ^neare must not select consequents of all the terms,® because useless for no syllogism results from these. For we saw b that syllogism, there is no way at all of establishing a proposition from consequents,® while on the other hand refutation is impossible by means of a common consequent, because it should apply to one term but not to the other.d
as a common consequent of both the extreme terms (second figure).	d Sc. to give a negative conclusion.
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α Φανερόν* Βε και οτ ι αι άλλαι σκέφεις των *ατά τάς έκλογάς αχρείοι προς το ποιεῖν συλλογισμόν, οΐον ει τα επόμενα έκατερω ταύτά ἴστιν, η <ι οΐς έπ(ται το Α καί α μη ενδέχεται τω E, ἣ ὅσα πάλιν μη έγχωρει εκατέρω νπάρχειν ον γάρ γίγνεται so συλλογισμός Βία τούτων. ει μῖν γαρ τα επόμενα ταύτά, οΐον τό Β και τό Ζ, τό μέσον γίγνεται σχήμα κατηγορικάς (χον τάς προτάσεις' ει δ* οΓί έπεται τὸ Α καί α μη ένΒέχεται τῷ E, οΐον τό Γ καί τό Θ, τἀ πρώτον σχήμα στερητικήν (χον την πρός τό ελατ-τον άκρον πρότασιν. (ι Β’ όσα μη ἐνδίγεται υ (κατ(ρω, οΐον τό Δ και τό Θ, στερητικοί άμφό-Ttpai αι προτάσεις, η εν τῷ πρώτψ η εν τῷ μέσω σχηματι· ούτως Β' ονΒαμώς εσται συλλογισμός.
Δῆλον Βε και ότι όποια ταύτά ληπτέον τἀ κατά την έπίσκεφιν, και ούχ όποια (τερα η εναντία, «ο πρώτον μεν ότι του μέσον χάριν ἡ έπίβλεφις, τό ♦δ » Βέ μέσον ούχ έτερον άλλα ταύτόν Βει λαβεΐν. εΐτα έν όσοις και συμβαίνει γίγνεσθαι συλλογισμόν τω ληφθηναι εναντία η μη ει·Βεχομενα τῷ αύτώ ύπάρ-χειν, εις τούς προειρημένους άπαντα άναχθησεται τρόπους, οΐον ει τό Β και τό Ζ εναντία η μἡ β ένΒέχεται τω αύτώ ύπάρχειν εσται μεν γαρ τούτων ληφθέντων συλλογισμός ότι ούΒει'ι τών E τἀ Α ύπάρχει άλλ* ούκ έζ αύτών άλλ* έκ του προειρη· μόνον τρόπου· τό γάρ Β τω μεν Α παντι τω Βέ E
548
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It is evident also that all other methods of investi- other gation which proceed by selection are useless for producing a syllogism ; e.g., (a) if the consequents of are aiw both terms are identical, or (6) if the antecedents of use ess"
A and the attributes which cannot apply to E are identical; or again (c) if the attributes which cannot apply to either are identical ; because no syllogism results from these conditions. For (a) if the consequents, viz. Β and F, are identical, we get the third figure with both premisses affirmative ; (6) if the antecedents of A and the attributes which cannot apply to E, viz. C and H respectively, are identical, we get the first figure with a negative minor premiss ; and (c) if the attributes which cannot apply to either of the terms A and E, viz. D and H, are identical, both premisses are negative, either in the first or in the middle figure. In these circumstances no syllogism at all is possible.
It is clear also that we must apprehend which of it is for the terms that come under our survey are the same, between th and not which are different or contrary; firstly, because the object of our investigation is to discover that we the middle term, and the middle term must be taken must look· as the same in each premiss, and not as something different. Secondly, even those examples in which a syllogism happens to result from taking attributes which are contrary or which cannot apply to the same subject, will all be reducible to the types which we have already described ; e.g., if Β and F are contrary or cannot apply to the same subject. For if we take these terms, there will be a syllogism to the effect that A applies to no E, but the conclusion will be drawn not from the terms as they stand but from the type described above.® For Β will apply to all A
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ούδενί νπάρζα, ώστ ανάγκη ταύτο είναι τὸ Β τινι ίο τῶν θ. πάλιν ὡ τἀ Β καί H μὴ ίγχωρ€Ϊ τῷ αὐτῷ παρ<ιναι, art τινι των Κ ούχ νπάρξκι το Α· καί γαο όντως το μισόν ίσται σχήμα· το γάρ Β τω μὲν Α παιτί τῷ 3ἐ E1 ου τινι* νπάρξίΐ, ώστ* ανάγκη το Β ταύτο ν τινι «Γ»-αι τῶν Θ. τἀ γάρ μη οδἑγεσθοι τἀ Β καί τό H τῷ αὑτῷ ῶτὰρ^ειν ουόίν διαφόρα ἣ ** τἀ Β τῶν Θ τινι ταῦτόν ὡναι* πόντβ γὰρ ιίληπται τα μη €νδ(χόμενα τῷ E υπάρχωιν.
Φ avtpov μίν οΰν ότι αυτών μὲν τοὑτων τῶν όπιβλίφίων οόδὡς γίγνιται συλλογισμός, ανάγκη δ*, €ὶ* τἀ Β παί τἀ Ζ €ΐ·αντία, ται/τὁν τινι <Ζνα* το *> Β τῶν θ *ai τον συλλογισμόν γίγνεσθαι διά τούτων. συμβαίνω ι δἡ τοῖς· όντως ιπισκσποΰσι προστπι-βλόπαν άλλην ὀδἀν τῇν ὀι*αγ*αῶς διἀ τἀ λανθάν€ΐν τὴν ταυτότητα των Β κ-αι τῶν Θ.
XXIX. Τόν αιττόν δἐ τρόπον ϊχονσι καί οΐ ίΐς τὸ ἀδιη·ατον άγοντες συλλογισμοί τοῖς δ*ικτικοΐς· καί Μ γάρ οντοι γιγι·ονται διά τῶν Ιπομινων καί οϊς €π€ται Ικάτ€ρον. καί η αὐτὴ ιπΙΒλίφις ἐν άμφοϊν υ πὸρ δείκννται δειΛΤιχιῖς καὶ διὰ του ἀδιπότον ἕστι συλλογίσασΰαι διά των αυτών όρων, καί ό δια του αδυνάτου καί δ<ικτικώς· οΐον ότι το Α ούδτνί των E νπάρχ€ΐ. κ€ΐσΰω γάρ τινι νπάρχιιν’ ονκονν »ο ἐπεὶ το Β παντι τω Α τό Α τινι τώκ E, τἀ Β τινὶ τῶν E νπάρξ(ΐ· ἀλλ’ ονδενι ΰπηρχεν. πάλιν ότι τινι ύπάρχ€ι · ει γἀρ μηδενι των E τἀ Α το δι £
* Κ ΒἮ»: H uolgn.
* ον τιη Wait* ι ονίχη codd.
* ανάγκη δ’, « Bnu, Walt*: «’<U· W ACdfm.
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but to no E, and so Β must be the same as some H. Again, if Β and G cannot apply to the same subject, there will be a syllogism to the effect that A will not apply to some E. In this case,too we shall have the middle figure, because Β will apply to all A but not to some E, so that Β must be the same as some H. For the statement4 Β and G cannot apply to the same subject * is equivalent to ‘ Β is the same as some H ’; since H has been assumed0 to designate all the attributes which cannot apply to E.
Thus it is evident that no syllogism results from the foregoing methods of investigation as they stand, but that if Β and F are contrary, Β must be the same as some H, and in this way the syllogism is obtained. Thus it follows that those who consider the problem in the manner which has just been described are looking for a further method of proof than they need, through overlooking the identity between the Bs and Hs.
XXIX.	Syllogisms which employ reduction ad im-possibile are governed by the same conditions as those which are Ostensive ; for they too are effected by means of the consequents and antecedents of the two extreme terms. The method of investigation, too, is the same in both types ; for that which is proved ostensively can be established per impossibile by means of the same terms, and vice versa : e.g., that A applies to no E b For let it be assumed that it applies to some. Then since Β applies to all A, and A to some E, Β will apply to some E. But ex hypothec it applies to none. Again, it can be proved that A applies to some E ; for if it applies to none, and
h The relations of these terms are still as assumed in ch. xxviii.
The same principles apply to syllogisms which are established per impossibile.
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π αντί τῷ H, ονδενί τών H υπάρξε ι τὸ Α* άλλα παντί νπηργεν. ομοίως δε και Ctrl τῶν άΛλατν u προβλη/ιάτων αει γάρ ίσται *αι ἐν ὁτταέην ή δνχ του ἀδιτᾶτου δεΐζις εκ των επομόνων και οϊς επεται εκάτερον.
Και κα0’ έκαστον πρόβλημα ὴ αὐτὴ σκεφις δεικτικως τε βουλομενψ συλλογίσασθαι καί εις τό αδύνατον άγαγεϊν εκ γαρ των αυτών ορών άμφό-τεραι αι αποδείξεις· olov ει δεδεικται μηδέν! ύπάρ-«ο χειν τῷ E τό Α, ατι συμβαίνω ι καί τό Β τινι τῶν H ύπάρχειν, οπερ «ὡιτατον ἐαν ληφθη τῷ μεν E 46 b μηδεχ·ι τω δἐ Α παντί ύπάρχειν τό Β, φανερόν ότι ούδενι τω E τό Α ύπαρχε ι. πάλιν ει δεικτικώς σνλλελόγισται τό Α τω E μηδενι ύπάρχειν, ὑπο-θεμόνοις ύπάρχειν τινι δια τον αδυνάτου δειχθη-σ€ται ούδενι ύπάρχον. ομοίως δἐ κάπι των άλλων ι εν ὑπασι γαρ άιάγκη κοινόν τιι·α λαβεΐν όρον άλλον των ύποκε ιμενων, προς ον εσται τ ον φενδονς 6 συλλογισμός, ώστ αντιστροφή ίσης τούτης της προτάσεως τηί δ* ετε'ρας ομοίως εχουσης, δεικτικός εσται ο συλλογισμός δια των αυτών όρων, διαφέρει γαρ ό δεικτικός του εις τό αδύνατον οτ ι Ιν ίο μεν τω δεικτικώ κατ* αλήθειαν αμφότεμοι τίθενται αι προτάσεις, εν δε τῷ εις τό αδύνατον φευδώς ἡ ῶμ·
Ταίττα μεν ουν εσται μάλλον φανερό, δια τών επόμενων, όταν περί του άδυνάτου λεγωμεν νυν δε τοσουτον ημιν έστω δῆλον, ότι εις τούτα1 βλεπτόσν 15 δεικτικώς τε βουλομενω συλλογίζεσΰαι καί εις τό
1 ταντά Carr. C : ταΰτα oodd.
• i.t. is replaced bv its contradictory.
* Il.'xiv.
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E applies to all G, A will apply to no G ; but ex hypothesi it applies to all. Similarly with all other propositions ; proof per impossibile will always be possible in all cases by means of the consequents and antecedents of the extreme terms.
Moreover, in every problem the procedure is the same whether it is required to employ an Ostensive syllogism or reduction ad impossibile ; for both proofs are effected by means of the same terms. E.g., supposing that it has been proved that A applies to no E, because (if A applies to some) it follows that Β also applies to some E, which is impossible : if it is assumed that Β applies to no E but to all A, it is evident that A will apply to no E. On the other hand if the conclusion that A applies to no E has been reached ostensively, if we assume that A applies to some E, we can prove per impossibile that it applies to none. Similarly too in all other examples ; for in every case we must take some common term (other than those which have been laid down) to which the syllogism proving the false conclusion will refer, so that when this premiss is converted0 (the other remaining unchanged) the syllogism will become Ostensive by means of the same terms. For the difference between Ostensive proof and proof per impossibile is that in the former both premisses are assumed as true, while in the latter one is assumed as false.
These points will become clearer in the light of subsequent remarks when we are discussing proof per impossibile.b For the present let us take it that so much is obvious : that we must have regard to the same terms whether it is required to prove a conclusion ostensively or to employ reduction ad impossibile. In
m 2	353
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άδι/νατον άγαγιίν. ev hi τοι? άλλοι? συλλογισμοί? τοις (ζ ύποθίσιως, οϊον όσοι κατά μ€τάληφιν ῆ κατά ποιότητα, cv τοι? ύποκομίνοις ούκ ἐν τοι? Ιζ άρχί)? άλλ* * ἐν τοι? μτταλαμβαι·ομιχοις ἑσται η σκίφις, ο Si τρόπος 6 αντος της όπιβλόφίως. «ο Ιπισκίφασθαι hi δεῖ και δκλεῖν ποσαχώς οι όζ ύποθύοίως.
λόκνυται μιν ουν ικαστον τῶν προβλημάτων όντως, ῖοτι δἐ και άλλον τρόπον Ζνια συλλογίσα-σ0αι τοι/των, οϊον τἀ καθόλου Βία της κατά μάρος όπιβλίφιως t( νποθίσιως. (ί γάρ τα Γ καὶ τα H α ταυτἀ ώρ, μόιοις hi ληφθιίη τοίς H τό £ ύπαρχον, παντι αν τῷ E τἀ Α ύπάρχor accu πάλιν €ΐ τα Δ και H ταιττά, μοι·ων hi των H τό E κατηγοροιτο, ότι ovhcvi των E τό Α ύπάρξο. φαιδρόν ουν ότι καί ούτως €πιβλ<πτΙον.
Τόν αυτόν δἐ τρόπον καί (πϊ των αναγκαίων καί an των ο-όίχομόνων ή γάρ αυτή σκίφις και Βία τῶν αὐτών όρων Ι στ αι ττ} τάζο του τ ἕνδίνεσὔαι καί του ύπάρχον ό συλλογισμός, ληπτίον ο *πι των όνΒίχομινων και τά μη υπάρχοντα Βυνατά Β* ύπαρχον' ΒίΒοκται γάρ ότι καί Βία τούτων γίγ-νεται 6 του εΥδεχεσ^αι συλλογισμός, ομοίως Β* zb όξςι και όπι των άλλων κατηγοριών.
Φανερόν ουν €Κ των ορημο·ων ου μόνον ότι όγχωρο Βιά ταυτης της όόοΰ γίγνοτΰαι πάντα? τούς συλλογισμούς, αλλά και ότι Bi άλλης άΒύνατον.
•	C/. 41 a 39.
•	Α fortiori or analogical arguments (Alexander 324. 19).
•	e.g.% the hypothesis in the immediately following examples, that E applies to G only.	4 32 b 26 S.
•	i.4. propositions expressing a modal relation other than that of necessity or possibility.
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the case of other hypothetical syllogisms, however, e.g., such as involve substitution ° or a qualitative relation/* inquiry will be concerned not with the terms originally assumed but with those which are substituted, while the manner of investigation will be the same as before. We must, however, consider and analyse the different types of hypothetical syllogisms.
Every kind of proposition, then, can be proved in the way described above ; but some can be established syllogistically in another way also. E.g., universal propositions can be proved by the method of investigation proper to the corresponding particular conclusion, with the help of a further hypothesis.® For assuming that C and G are identical, and E applies to G only, A will apply to all E ; and again assuming that D and G are identical, and E is predicated only of G, it follows that A will apply to no E. Thus it is evident that we must consider the problem in this way also.
The same method applies also to apodeictic and problematic syllogisms ; for the process of inquiry is the same, and the syllogisms will be effected by means of the same arrangement of terms, whether it is problematic or assertoric. In the case of problematic propositions, however, we must include those terms which, although they do not apply, might possibly do so ; for it has been shown d that the problematic syllogism is effected by means of these also. The same principle will hold good in the other modes of predication.®
Thus it is evident from the foregoing analysis not only that all syllogisms can be effected by this method, but also that they cannot be effected by any
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άπας μιν γαρ συλλογισμός δίδιικται διά τινος τῶν 40 προειρημενών σχημάτων γιγνόμινος, ταῦτα δ* ούκ ίγχωριι δι* άλλων σνσταθήναι πλἡν δια τῶν ἑκο-44 · μόνων και οΐς ΐπιται € κάστον ίκ τούτων γαρ αι προτάσιις καί η του μισού λήφις, ωστ* ουδί συλλογισμόν ίγχωριι γίγνισθαι δι* άλλων.
XXX.	*Η μιν ουν οδός κατά πάντων η αυτή καί πιρί φιλοσοφίαν και πιρι τίχνην όποιανονν καί ι μάθημα* 8ιΐ γαρ τα υπάρχοντα καί οΐς ύπάρχιι πιρι ίκάτιρον1 άθριΐν, και τούτων ως πλιίστων ινποριΐν, καί ταῦτα δια των τριών ορών σκοπιΐν, άνασκιυάζοντα μιν ώδί, κατασκιυάζοντα δὲ ωδί, κατά μιν άληθιιαν ίκ των κατ' άλήθιιαν δια-γιγραμμίιων ύπάρχιιν, ιις δι τους διαλικτικούς ίο συλλογισμούς ίκ των κατά δόξαν προτάσιων.
Αι δ* άρχαί των συλλογισμών καθόλου μιν ιιρηνται, ον τρόπον τ ίχονσι καί ον τρόπον δεῖ Θηριυιιν αντος, όπως μη βλίπωμιν ιις άπαντα τἀ λιγόμινα, μηδ' ιις ταύτά κατασκιυάζοντις και άνασκιυάζοντις, μηδ! κατασκιυάζοντις τι κατά 15 παντός ή τινος καί αι·ασκιυάζοντις άπό πάντων η τινῶν, ἄλλ* ιις ίλάττω καί ώρισμίνα, καθ' ίκάστον δι ίκλίγιιν των όντων, οΐον πιρι άγαθοΰ η ίπι-στημης.
"Ιδιαι* δι καθ' ίκάχττην ιισϊν αι πλιίσται. διά τάς μιν άρχάς τάς πιρι ΐκαστον ίμπιιριας ἐστι παραδουι·αι. λίγω δ* οΐον την άστρολογικην μιν
1 ϊκαστοψ mu, Bekker.
* 3*m Alexander, Waits: Huf codd.
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other. For it has been proved that every syllogism is effected by means of one of the figures already described, and these cannot be composed otherwise than by means of the consequents and antecedents of the terms in each particular case ; for it is from these that the premisses are formed and the middle term discovered. Hence a syllogism cannot be effected by any other terms than these.
XXX.	The method, then, is the same in all cases, The same not only in philosophy but in every kind of art or ^idsforail study. We must look for the attributes and subjects of both our terms, and supply ourselves with as many ledge, as we can : and then we must consider them by means of the three terms, reftiting in this way, establishing in that; when our object is truth, working from terms which are arranged to express a true relation, and when we require dialectical syllogisms, working from plausible premisses.
The principles a of syllogisms have now been de- The general scribed in general terms, both how they are consti- ίί tuted and how we should look for them ; not by stated, considering all that is predicated of the terms in question, nor by considering the same attributes whether we are establishing or refuting a proposition, nor whether we are establishing it of all or some or refuting it of all or some ; but by considering a limited number of definite attributes. We must select with regard to each particular thing that is, e.g., with regard to goodness or knowledge.
Most of the principles, however, which are con- but in ever* nected with a particular science are peculiar to it. Swinge Hence to convey to us the principles connected with facts each particular science is the task of experience. I 3, Con mean, e.g., that it is for astronomical experience to stration*
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20 εμπειρίαν της άστρολογικης επιστήμης· λτ/φθεντων γάρ ίκανώς τῶν φαιι·ομενων όντως ενρεθησαν αι άστρολογικαί αποδείξεις. ομοίως δἐ καὶ περί άλλην όποιανούν εχει τέχνην τε και επιστήμην. ώστ’ ε'άν ληφθή τα ύπαρχο \πα nc pi έκαστον, ήμετερον ήδη τάς άττοδ* ίξ*ις ίτοίμως εμφάνιζειν. c* €ΐ γάρ μηδέν κατά τὴν ιστορίαν παραλειφθείη των αληθώς ύπαρχόι-των τοίς πράγμασιν, εξομεν περί άπαντος ον μεν εστιν άπό8ειξιςβ ταύτην εύρεΐν και άποΒεικννναι, ον δε μη πεφυκεν άπόδειξις, τοῦτο ποιείν φανερόν.
Καθόλον μίν ούν, ον δεῖ τρόπον τάς προτάσεις εκλεγειν, εΐρηται σχεδόν δι* ακρίβειας δι δι-» εληλύθαμεν tv τη πραγματείq. τη περί τὴν διαλεκτικήν.
XXXI.	Ότι hi η δια των γενών διαίρεσις μικρόν τι μόριον εστι της ειρημειης μεθόδου, ρφδιον ίδεΐν tern γάρ η διαίρεσις* ο Ιον ασθενής συλλογισμός* ο μεν γάρ δεῖ δείξαι αίτεΐται, συλλογίζεται 8ε αει τι as των άνωθεν, πρώτον δ* αυτό τούτο ίλελήθει τους χρωμει·ους αυτί} πάιτας, και πείθειν επεχείρουν ώς οντος δυνατού περί ουσίας άπόδειξιν γίγιεσθαι και τον τί ἐστιν* ώ<ττ* ούτε ό τι ενδεχεται συλλογί-σασθαι διαιρονμε'ι·ονςΧ ξυνίεσαν, ούτε ση ούτως ενεδεχετο ώσπερ είρήκαμεν. εν μεν ονν ταϊς άπο-40 δείξεσιν, όταν δεη τι σνλλογίσασθαι ύπαρχεινβ 8εϊ Mb τό μέσον, δι* ου γίγνεται ό συλλογισμός, και ήττον 1 διαιροι·μα·ονς nm, Alexander, Wait»: διαιρούμενοι
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convey to us the principles of astronomy (for it was not until the phenomena had been thoroughly apprehended that the demonstrations of astronomy were discovered) ; and the same applies to any other art or science. So if we apprehend the attributes of the object in question, it will at once be in our power readily to exhibit the demonstrations ; for assuming that none of the true attributes of the objects concerned has been omitted in our survey, we shall be able to discover and demonstrate the proof of everything which has a proof, and to elucidate everything whose nature does not admit of proof.
The foregoing is a rough description in general terms of the way in which the premisses should be selected. We have considered this subject with detailed accuracy in our treatise on dialectic.®
XXXI.	It is easy to see that the process of division by genera b is a minor instance of the method described above ; for the division is, as it were, a weak syllogism, since it begs the point which it is required to prove, and always reaches a more general conclusion than is required. In the first place this fact had escaped all the exponents of the process ; and they tried to insist that it is possible to effect a demonstration of substance and essence. Hence they did not understand what syllogistic conclusion can be reached by the process of division, nor did they realize that it can be reached in the way which we have described. In demonstrations when it is re·* quired to prove syllogistically an affirmative proposition, the middle term, by means of which the syllogism is effected, must always be subordinate to
b The Platonic method of dichotomy. CL Sophist 219 a-if., Politicus 258 β if.
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αει είναι α αι μη καθόλου του πρώτον τῶν άκρων* η hi διαίρεσις τουναντίον /Βούλεται* τὸ γάρ καθόλου Λαμβάνει μέσον.
0Εστω γαρ ζψον μιν εφ* ου Α, τἀ δἐ θνητόν ἐφ* & οδ Β, και αθάνατον ἐφ* οδ Γ, ὁ 8* άνθρωπος, οὐ τὸν όρον δεῖ Λαβεῖν, ἐφ’ οὑ τἀ Δ. α παν δὴ ζῷον Λαμβάνει ῆ θνητόν η αθάνατον τούτο 3* ἐστίν, ο αν β Α, άπαν είναι ἦ Β ἡ Γ. πάλιν τον άνθρωπον αει διαιρούμενος τίθεται ζώον είναι, ώστε κατά του Δ τἀ Λ λαμβάνω ι ῶτάμχον. 6 /ιἐν οδν συλλογισμός ίο ἐστιν ότι τὸ Δ ἢ Β ἢ Γ άπαν εσται, ώστε τον άιθρωπον η θΐ'ητόν piv η αθάνατον άναγκαΧον είναι, ζώον θνητόν Bi ου κ άναγκαΧον, ἀλλ* αίτεΐτατ τούτο 8* ἡν ο ῶει σνλλογίσασθαι.	καί πάλιν
θε μένος το μεν Α ζῷον θνητόν, ἐτ’ οὖ 3ὲ τὸ Β ΙΛΤἐπονν, «τ’ ου δἐ τἀ Γ άπουν, τον 8* άνθρωπον τό U Δ, ιοσαιήχο? Λαμβάνει τἀ μεν Α ῆτοι ἐν τῷ Β ἣ ἐν τῷ Γ είναι (άπαν γαρ ζώον θνητόν η ύπόπουν η άπουν ἐστί), κὉτά δἐ του Δ τό Α (τόν γἀμ άνθρωπον ζώον θνητόν εΐι·αι ελαβεν)· ώστ ύπόπουν μεν ή άπουν είναι ζώον ανάγκη τόν άνθρωπον, ύπόπουν δ* ούκ ανάγκη άλλα Λαμβάνει· τοῦτο 3* ἡν δ «δει to πάλιν δείζαι. καί τούτον 8η τόν τρόπον αει διαιρούμενοι ς τό μιν καθόλου συμβαίνει αυτοίς μέσον λαμβάνειν, καθ’ ου 8* εδει δεΐζαι και τάς διαφοράς άκρα, τέλος- δε ότι τούτ* εστιν άνθρωπος η 6 τι ποτ αν ὑ τό ζητούμενου ούδεν λεγουσι σαφές, ὧστ’ άναγκαΐον είναι* και γαρ την άλλην οδόν ποιούνται *5 πάσαν, ουδἐ τἀ? ενδεχομενας ευπορίας ύπολαμ· βάνοντες ύπάρχειν.
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the major, not a universal which includes it; but the process of division requires the contrary procedure, since it takes the universal as the middle term.
For example, let A be ‘ animal,’ Β ‘ mortal,’ C ‘ immortal * and D ‘ man,* whose definition it is required to find. Then the exponent of division assumes that every animal is either mortal or immortal, i.e., that everything which is A is either Β or C. Next, continuing his process of division, he takes ‘ man * to be an animal, i.e. he assumes that A is predicated of D. The svllogism, then, is * Every D will be either Β or C/ so that man must necessarily be either mortal or immortal. But that he is a mortal animal is not a necessary inference, but is begged ; and this is the very point which ought to have been proved by syllogism. Again, taking A as ‘ mortal animal,’ Β as ‘ footed,’ C as ‘ footless * and D as ‘ man,’ he assumes as beiore that A is included in either Β or C (since every mortal animal is either footed or footless) and that A is predicated of D (for he assumed that man is a mortal animal). Hence man must be either a footed or a footless animal. That he is a footed animal, however, is not a necessary inference, but is begged ; and this again is the very point which ought to have been proved by syllogism. Since they invariably divide in this way, it follows that they take the universal term as the middle, and the subject to be defined, together with the differentiae, as the extreme terms. Finally they make no definite statement such as is necessarily valid to the effect that man, or whatever concept they are examining, is so-and-so ; for they follow the other method throughout, without even suspecting that the available facilities for demonstration exist.
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Φavepov δ* ότι οῦτ* άνασκ(υάσαι ταύτη rfj μ*-βοόω όσην, οντ( περί συμβεβτ)κότος ή ίδίου σνλ-λογίσασθαι, ούτ( περί γ(\τ>νς, ούτ όν οίς αγνοείται τἀ πότ(ρον ὧδε ῆ ώδε ἱχ<ι, οΓον ἐν* ὴ διάμετροί so άσνμμ€τρος. (αν γαρ λάβη ότι άπαν μήκος ή σύμμετρον ἣ άσνμμ(τρσν, ή δἐ διάμιτρος μήκος, συλλ(-λόγισται ότι άσνμμ(τρος ή σνμμίτρος ή διάμετρος. (ι δ( λήψίται άσνμμκτρον, ο εόει συλλσγίσασΰαι λήψ(ται. ούκ άρα όστι δ(1ζαΐ' ή μιν γαρ οδός αυτή, διἀ ταύττ^ς δ* ου* (στιν. τό άσνμμ(τρον ή σύμμετρον (φ* ου Α, μήκος Β, διάμ(τρος Γ.
Φανερόν συν άτι οὐτε τ:/ῶς πάσαν σκίφιν άρμόζ(ι τής ζητησ«νς ό τρόπος, ούτ* ῖν οἶν μάλιστα δοκ(1 πρόπαν, όν τούτοις όστι χρήσιμος.
Έκ πνοή' μῖν οὑν αι άποδ(ίξ*ις γίγνονται καὶ πώί. και (ι; ποια βλίτττόον καθ* !κάστον πρό· ίο βλήμα, φαν(ρόν όκ τών (Ιρημόνων.
XXXII.	Πω? δ* άι·άξομ(ν τούς συλλογισμούς €ις 47 λ τα ττρθ(ΐρημ(να σχήματα, λ(ΚΤ(ον αν (ιη μκτα ταντα- λοιπόν γαρ ότι τοῦτο τής σκόψίως. (Ι γαρ τήν τε γενεσιν των συλλογισμών 0(topoipcv καί τον (νρίσκ€ιν όχοιμεν δύναμιν, ότι 5ἐ τοῖς γ(γ(νημόνους β άναλνοιμ(ν (ις τα προ(ΐρημόνα σχήματα, τόλος αν 0χοι ή (ξ αρχήϊ πρόθεσις. σνμβήσ(ται 8* άμα καί τα πρότ(ρον (ΐρημόνα όπιβ(βαιονσΰαι καί φάνε-ρώτ(ρα είναι άτι ούτως όχ(ΐ δια τών νυν λεχ- * 362
• Apparently the word Is here used to mean inferential processes in general.
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• It is evident that by this method it is impossible either (a) to refute a proposition, or to draw an inference (6) about an accident or property, or (c) about a genus, or (d) in cases where a question of fact is uncertain, e.g., whether the diagonal of a square is incommensurable with the sides. For if one assumes that every linear magnitude is either commensurable or incommensurable, and the diagonal is a linear magnitude, the conclusion is that the diagonal is either commensurable or incommensurable ; - and if one assumes it to be incommensurable, he will be assuming what ought to have been proved by syllogism. Therefore proof is impossible ; for this is the method, and by it there is no proof. A stands for * commensurable or incommensurable/ Β for * linear magnitude,’ C for ‘ diagonal.’
Thus it is evident (1) that this method of inquiry is not adapted for every investigation, and (2) that it is useless even in those cases for which it is supposed to be especially suitable.
Thus it is evident from the foregoing account by what means and in what way demonstrations are effected, and what kind of attributes should be taken into account in each type of problem.
XXXII.	We must next explain how to reduce Reduction syllogisms ° to the figures previously described ; this JienSto part of our inquiry still remains. For if we examine syllogistic the means by which syllogisms are produced, and possess the ability to invent them, and can also reduce, the syllogisms when constructed to the figures previously described, our original undertaking will be completed. Incidentally our previous statements will be further confirmed, and their accuracy will be "made more evident, by what is now
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θησομένων δει γαρ πάν τ6 αληθές αὐτὸ έαυτψ όμολογουμενον εΐναι πάντη, ίο Πμᾶττον μιν ουν δεῖ πειράσΰαι τας δίο πρότασις έκλαμβάνειν του συλλογισμού (ρφον γαρ εις τα μείζω διελεῖν ῆ τἀ ελάττω, μείζω δε τα συγκείμενα ἡ ἐ£ ών), «Γτα σκοπεΐν ποτε ρα ἐν όλιμ καὶ πατάρα ἐν μέρει, και (ϊ μη άμφω ειλημμένοι εΐεν, αύτόν ιι τιθεντα την έτέραν. ενίοτε γαρ τὴν καθόλου προτείναντες την tv ταντη ου λαμβάνουσιν, οΰτ€ γράφοντες ούτ* ερωτώντες* η ταύτας μεν ττρο· τείνουσι, δι* ὦν δ* αυτοί π<ραίνονται παραλει-ττουσιν, άλλα 3ἐ μάτην ερωτώσι. σκντττίον ουν ει τι περίεργον ιιληττται καί τι των αναγκαίων ιταρα-» λελεητται, και τό μιν θετέον το δ* άφαιρετεον ton αν έλθη τις εις τας δίο προτάσεις· άνεν γαρ τούτων ονκ έστιν άιηγαγείν1 τούς ούτως ή ρωτημένους λόγους, ενίων μιν ουν ράδιον ίδείν τό ενδεές, tvtoi δι λανθάνουσι και δοκοΰσι συλλογίζίσθαι διά τό άναγκαχόν τι συμβαίν€ΐν ἐ* των Ktιμένων, οἷον ει α ληφθείη μη ουσίας αναιρούμενης μἡ άναιρεΐσθαι ουσίαν, εζ ων δ* ἐστὶν αναιρούμενων καί τό έκ τούτων φθείρεσθαι· τούτων γαρ τεθεντων άναγκαχόν μεν τό ουσίας μέρος (Ιναι ουσίαν ου μην συλλελό-γισται διά των ειλημμένων, άλλ* ελλείπουσι προτάσεις. πάλιν ει ανθρώπου οντος ανάγκη ζῷον είναι
1 άγσγιΐτ Adnu.
• In this case the terms. 364
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to follow ; for every truth must be in all respects self-consistent.
First, then, we must try to select the two premisses The pre-of the syllogism (since it is easier to analyse into the !^ghtiySt greater than into the smaller parts,® and the com- chosen, posite is greater than its constituents), and then Ind^ro^ consider which is universal and which particular, ρ?,γ1υ c°n· supplying the missing premiss ourselves it only one has been assumed; for both in writing and in argument people sometimes, while stating the universal premiss, fail to mention the premiss contained in it, or they state the immediate premisses, but omit to mention the premisses from which they are inferred, and unnecessarily ask for the concession of others. We must consider, then, whether anything superfluous has been assumed, and whether anything necessary has been left out, and we must posit the latter and reject the former until we arrive at the two premisses ; for without these we cannot reduce arguments which have been suggested in the way described above.6 The inadequacy of some arguments is easily seen, but others escape detection and appear to have a syllogistic force because some necessary conclusion follows from what is laid down : e.g., if it were assumed (a) that substance is not destroyed by the destruction of non-substance, and (6) that if the constituents of anything are destroyed, that which is composed of them also perishes ; for if we posit these assumptions it necessarily follows that any part of substance is substance, yet it has not been proved syllogistically by means of the assumptions ; the premisses are deficient. Again, if something animate must exist if man exists, and substance must exist if something animate exists,
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so και ζώου ουσίαν, ανθρώπου οντος ανάγκη ουσίαν είναι· ἀλλ’ ονπω συλλίλόγισται· ου γάρ ίχονσιν αΙ πρότασις ώς ίϊπομεν.
Άπατώμίθα δ* tv τοϊς τοιοντοις δια τ ο άναγ-καχόν τι συμβαίναν έκ τών καμίνων, οτι καί 6 συλλογισμός άχαγκαΐόν ἐστιν, ιπι πλέον δὲ τἀ άναγκαΐον ἦ 6 συλλογισμός· ό μίν γάρ συλλογισμός κ πας- άι·αγκαῖοι», τό δ* ἀι·αγκαῖον ου παν συλλογισμός. ώστ* οίκ ει τι συμβαίνει τ(Θίντων τινῶν π€ΐρατέον ῶ·αγειν «ὑί?ῖς# αλλά πρώτον ληπτέον τάς δύο προτάσεις, cld* ο in ω hiaiptriov ιίς τους ορούς, μέσον Bi θετέον τών όρων τον tv άμφοτέραις ταῖς προτάσ€σι λ(γόμ€νον άχάγκη γαρ το μέσον ἐν 40 άμφοτέραις ύττάρχαν tv άπασι τοΐς σχημασιν. Ιον Vt* μίν ονν κατηγορή και κατηγορητα ι τό μέσον, ή αὐτὁ μίν κατηγορή άλλο δ’ iKtixoo άπαρνηται, τό πρώτον tarot, σχήμα■ ἐἀν 3ἐ καὶ κατηγορή και άπαρνηται από τινος, τἀ μέσον ιάν Β* άλλα εκείνον ι κατηγορήται, ή τ6 μίν άπαρνηται τό Bi κατ-ηγορήται, τό όσχατον ο vt ω γαρ εΓχεν tv έκάστω σχήματι τό μέσον. ό^υοίως Bi και ίάν μή καθόλου ώσιν αι πρότασις' ό γαρ αντος Βιορισμός του μέσου. φανερόν ούν ως tv ώ λογψ μή λέγεται τα ντο πλεονάκις, ότι ου γίγνεται συλλογισμός* ον ίο γάρ εΐληπται μέσον, cnti Β* έχομ€ν ποιον tv έκάστω σχηματι τε ραίνεται τών προβλημάτων, καλ tv τινι τό καθόλου καί έν ποίω τό tv μέρει, φανερόν
• 25 b 35, 36 b 36. 26 * 1 2.
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substance must exist if man exists ; but the argument is not yet a syllogism, because the premisses are not conditioned in the way which we have described.
We are misled in these examples by the fact that Not every something necessarily follows from what has been "Sci gives laid down, because the syllogism is also necessary, a necessary But ‘ necessary ’ has a wider extension of meaning ST118100 than * syllogism,’ for every syllogism is necessary, but eyMogtam. not everything necessary is a syllogism. Hence if something follows from certain assumptions we must not immediately try to reduce the argument to a syllogism ; we must first grasp the two premisses, and so proceed to analyse them into their terms, and posit as the middle term that which is stated in both premisses ; for in all the figures the middle term must be present in both premisses. Thus if the middle term both is and has a predicate, or is itself a predicate and has something else denied of it, we shall have the first figure ; if it is a predicate and has something else denied of it, we shall have the middle figure ; and if other terms are asserted of it, or if one term is denied and the other asserted of it, we shall have the last figure ; for we have seen ° that the middle term stands in these relations in the several figures. Similarly too if the premisses are not universal ; for the definition of the middle term is the same as before. Thus it is evident that if in any argument the same term is not stated more than once, there is no syllogism, because no middle term has been taken. And since we now comprehend what type of proposition is proved in each figure, i.e. in which figure the universal proposition is proved and in which the particular, it is evident that
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ως ον κ €ΐς άπαντα τα στῆμα τη βλαττέον, άλλ9 (κάστον προβλήματος (ις το οίκόον. όσα 3* ἐν πλιίοσι π (pair (ται, τη τον μέσον θέσα γνωριονμεν τό σχήμα.
u XXXIII. Πολλὼα* ρὶν ούν άπατάσθαι συμβαίνω π(ρι τούς συλλογισμούς δια τό άναγκαίον, ωσπ(ρ (ϊρηται πρότιρον, ένίοτ( Bi παρά την ομοιότητα της των όρων θέσανς- όπ<ρ ου χρη λαιθάναν τ^μας. οΐον (Ι τό Α κατά του Β A/ycrcu καὶ τὸ Β χατα του Γ* Βόξ(κ γάρ αν όντως (φόντων των όρων (ΐναι » συλλογισμός, ου γίγννται Β out* αναγκαίου ούΒΧν οντ( συλλογισμός, έστω γάρ (φ* ψ Α τό ad (ΐναι, (φ' ω Bi Β Βιανοητός * Αριστομένης, τό δ' Ιφ* ω Γ 9Αριστομέιης. άληθίς Βη τό Α τῷ Β ύπάρχ(ιν ad γάρ ἐστι Βιανοητός * Αριστομένης. αλλά και τἀ Β τῷ Γ* ὁ γάρ * Α ριστομέχης ἐστὶ Βιανοητός 9 Α ρι-στομέχης. τό Β* Α τω Γ ούχ ύπάρχα- φθαρτος γάρ ἐστιν ο *Αριστομέχης. ον γάρ1 (γιγν<το συλλογισμός όντως έχόχτων των όρων, <χλλ* (Β(ι καθόλου την ΑΒ ληφθηχ·αι πρότασιν. τούτο Bi φ(ύΒος, τό άξιο Ον πάντα τόν Βιαινητόν 9 Αριστομόνην αει (ΐναι, φθαρτού οντος 9 Αριστομένονς. ίο Πάλιν έστω τό μέν (φ' ω Γ Μίκχαλος, τἀ Β* (φ* ω Β μουσικός Μίκκαλοε, (φ* ω Β( το Α το φθ(ιρ€-σθαι αύριον, άληθίς Βη το Β του Γ κατήγορόν-6 γάρ λΙί*καλ0£ ἐστι μουσικός Μίκκαλός- αλλά καί τό Α του Β* φθόροιτο γάρ αν αύριον μουσικός Muc-
1 ον yap] ούκ άρα η, Bekker.
•	47 a 31.	* 26 a SO. ”
•	U. cease to be cultured. The example is unhappily chosen, since ‘cultured Miccalus' is λ narrower term than • Miccalus* unqualified, and therefore cannot properly stand
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we should not take all the figures into account at any given time, but only the figure proper to the proposition in question. Where the proposition can be proved in more than one figure, we shall identify the figure by the position of the middle term.
XXXIII.	It often happens, then, as we have Some argu-already said,® that we are misled in our consideration not of syllogisms by the sequence of a necessary con- syllogisms, elusion ; but we are also sometimes misled—a fact St sight which must not be overlooked—as the result of a to 1)0 80* similar arrangement of terms, e.g., if A is predicated of Β and Β of C. For it would seem that with this relation of terms there is a syllogism, although no necessary consequence or syllogism results. Let A stand for * always existing,’ Β for ‘ Aristomenes as an object of thought ’ and C for Aristomenes. Then it is true that A applies to B, because Aristomenes as an object of thought always exists. But Β also applies to C ; because Aristomenes is Aristomenes as an object of thought. Yet A does not apply to C ; because Aristomenes is perishable. For no syllogism is produced, as we saw,b by the above combination of terms ; to produce a syllogism the premiss AB ought to have been taken universally. But it is false to postulate that all Aristomenes as an object of thought always exists, since Aristomenes is perishable.
Again, let C stand for Miccalus, Β for * cultured Miccalus * and A for ‘ perishing to-morrow/ Then it is true to predicate Β of C, because Miccalus is cultured Miccalus. But it is also true to predicate A of B, for cultured Miccalus may perish to-morrow.0
as a middle. In the previous example ‘ Aristomenes as an object of thought,’ being a kind of universal, is a legitimate middle.
369
ARISTOTLE
w καλός· το δἐ γε Α του Γ ψευδός. τοῦτο δὴ ταντόν ἐστι τῷ πρότερον ου γάρ αληθές καθόλου Muc-καλος μουσικός ότι φθείρεται αύριον· τούτον δε μὴ ληφθ εντός ου κ ἡ ν συλλογισμός.
Αυτή μὲν οδν ἡ απάτη γιγνεται ἐν τῷ παρά μικρόν ως γάρ ούΒεν διάφορον είπεΐν τάδε τώδε 40 ύπαρχε ιν η τάδε τώδε παντι υπάρχωιν συγχωρονμεν.
4β · XXXIV. Πολλὼος δἐ δαιφεύδεσθαι σνμπεσεΓ-ται ττα/χχ τό μὺ καλῶς εκτίθεσθαι τους κατο, τὴν πρότασιν όρους, οΐον εἰ τἀ μεν Α €?η ύγίεια, το ο εφ* ψ Β νόσος, εφ* α» δἐ Γ άιθροτπος. αληθές γαρ είπεΐν ότι τό Α ουδο ί τῷ Β ι νδεχεται ύπάρχειν b (ονδεμια γαρ νόσο» ύγίεια ύπάρχει), καί πάλιν ότι τό Β παντι τῷ Γ ΐπάρχει (πας γάρ άνθρωπος δεκτικός νόσου). δά^ειεν αν οΰν συμβαίνω tv μηδενί άνθρώπω ενδε'χεσθαι ύγίειαν ύπάρχειν. τούτου δ* αίτιον τό μη καλώς εκκεΐσθαι τους όρους κατά την ίο λίζιν, επει μεταληφθεντων των κατά τάς εζεις ούκ εσται συλλογισμός, οΓσν άντι μεν της ύγιείας ει τεθείη τό ύγιαιιον, άντι δε της νόσου τό νοσοΰν. ου γάρ άληθες είπεΐν ως ούκ ενδόχεται τω νοσούντι τό ύγιαίνειν ύπάρζαι. τούτου δε ρη ληφῦἐντος ου γίγνεται συλλογισμός„ εἰ μη του ενδεχεσθαι· τοῦτο 15 δ’ ούκ άόύνατον ενδε'χεται γάρ μηδέν! άνθρώπω ύπάρχειν ύγίειαν.
ΙΙάΛιν ἐπὶ του μέσου σχήματος ομοίως εσται τό ψεύδος- την γάρ ύγίειαν νόσω μεν ονόεμιφ άνθρώπω δἐ παντι ενδέχεται ύπάρχειν, ώστ ούδενι άνθρώπω
•	26 a 30.
1 This should strictly be a problematic premiss.
•	The trading νόσον implies an apoaclctic conclusion:
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But it is false to predicate A of C. Thus the case is the same as before, because it is not universally true of cultured Miccalus that he perishes to-morrow; and unless this is assumed there is, as we saw,° no syllogism.
This mistake, then, has its origin in a slight distinction ; for we assent to the argument as though there were no difference between the statements ‘ this applies to that * and ‘ this applies to all of that/
XXXIV.	It will often happen, however, that we Fallacies are entirely misled through failure to set out the fauityse™ terms properly in the premiss: e.g., supposing that	of
A is ‘ health,’ Β ‘ disease ’ and C ‘ man.’ For it is erms' true to say that A cannot apply to any Β (since health applies to no disease) and again that Β applies to all C (since every man is liable to disease).6 Thus it would seem to follow that health cannot apply to any man.
The reason of this is that the terms are not properly expressed in the proposition, since if we substitute for the respective states the objects corresponding to them, there will be no syllogism ; I mean supposing that ‘ the healthy * is posited instead of ‘ health,’ and ‘ the diseased * instead of ‘ disease.’ For it is not true to say that being healthy cannot apply at any time to the diseased ; but if this is not assumed, no syllogism results, except of the problematic type.
This is not impossible, since health may apply to no man.
Again, in the middle figure the fallacy will occur in a similar form : health cannot apply to any disease, but may apply to every man ; hence disease does notc
‘ cannot apply.’ This is inconsistent with Aristotle’s doctrine in 38 a 13 ff. Either it is a careless mistake, or we should read νόσος.
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νόσον} (ν St τω τρίτω σχηματι κατά τά ίνΒίχ* *σθαι συμβαίνει το φίΰΒος. καί γάρ ύγίααν καί νόσον, » και ίπιστημην και άγνοιαν, και όλως τα ίναντία τω αύτω Λδἑχεται υπάρχίΐν, άλλήλοις δ* άΒύνατον. τούτο δ* άιομολαγούμινον τοΐς προ€ΐρημίνοις* ὅτε γαρ τῷ αιττω πλ<ίω ἐνεδίχετο ὑττάρχειν, ἐνεδἐγΓΓΟ *αι άλλῆλοι?.
Φανε/ῶν ουν ότι ἐν α ττ α σι rotmuj ἡ απατη 15 γίγι*€ται παρά την των όρων €κ0€σιν μνταληφ· θέντων γαρ των κατά τάς ϊζ€ΐς οι/δἐν γιγντται φ€νΒος. δῆλον ουν ότι κατά τάς τοιαύτας προ-τάσας αει τό κατά τὴν ἱ£ιν ὼτι τῆ? ΐζανς μ€τα-ληπτίον και θίΤίον όρον.
XXXV. Οΰ δ<ῖ Bi τους όρους «χει ζητεῖν ὀνὀ-9ο μάτι ίκτίθισθαι· πολλακις γαρ ίσονται λόγοι οΐς ου Κ€ιται οιομα.	Βιό χαλεπόν άναγ€ΐν τους
τοιούτους συλλογισμούς, tviort Bi και άπατάσθαι σνμβήσ€ται Βιά την τοιαύτην ζτγτησιν, οΐον ότι των άμίσων ἐστι συλλογισμός, ϊστ ω τό Α Βύο ορθοί, το ίφ* ω Β τρίγωνον, ίφ* ω Bi Γ Ισοσκ(λίς. τω μεν α ονν Γ ΰπάρχίΐ τό Α Βία τό Β, τῷ 3ἐ Β ουκίτι Bi* άλλο· καθ* αυτό γαρ τό τρίγωνον €χ€ΐ Βύο όρθάς, ωστ ούκ Ι στ αι μίσον του ΛΒ ἐποδειχτου οντος*. φαιδρόν γαρ ότι τό μίσον ούχ όντως αει λτρττίον ως τό8( τι, άλλ' €νίοτ€ λόγον, ontp συμβαίνω καν ι του λίχθίιτος.
40 XXXVI. Τό ύπάρχ€ιν τό πρώτον τῷ μίσω 1 an νἀσος?
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apply to any man. In the third figure, however, the fallacy results in respect of possibility ; for health and disease, knowledge and ignorance, and in general any pair of contraries may apply to the same object, but it is impossible that they should apply to one another. But this is inconsistent with what we said above,® for it was laid down that when several things may apply to the same thing they may apply also to one another.
Thus it is evident that in all these cases the error arises from the setting out of the terms ; for when we substitute for the states the objects corresponding to them, no fallacy results. Thus it is clear that in such premisses as these we must always substitute for a given state the object which is in that state, and posit this as our term.
XXXV.	We should not always attempt to set out Terms can-the terms by name,6 because we shall often have beexprised expressions tor which there is no accepted name. 1“0a(Jingle (Hence it is difficult to reduce syllogisms of this kind.) w r Sometimes it will happen that we are actually misled
as the result of such an attempt; e.gso as to suppose that there can be a syllogism of propositions which have no middle tern. Let A stand for ‘ two right angles,’ Β for 4 triangle * and C for ‘ isosceles.*
Then A applies to C because of B, but it is not because of any other term that A applies to B, for the triangle of itself contains two right angles, so that there will be no middle term of the proposition AB although it is demonstrable. For it is evident that the middle term is not always to be taken as an individual thing, but sometimes as a formula ; as happens in the example just quoted.
XXXVI.	We must not assume that the first term
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l i
και τούτο τῷ άκρω ου δεῖ λαμβάνειν ως αει πατ-Μ ι ηγορηθησομινων άλλήλων η ομοίως τἀ τε πρώτον τον μέσου καί τούτο του εσχάτου (καί ἐνὶ του μὴ ύπαρχειν 3* ωσαύτως)· ἀλλ* όσαχώς το είναι λέγεται καί τἀ αληθές είπειν αυτά τοῦτο, τοσαν-ταχώς οΐεσθαι χρη σημαίνειν καί τἀ ύπάρχειν, οἷον » οτι τών έναιτίων ἐστι μία έπιστημη· ἴστα> γὰρ τὸ Α τό /ζίαν είναι έπιστημην, τα ἐναντία αλλήλοις έφ' ου Β* τό δὺ Α τῷ Β ύπαρχει οὺς ῶς τὰ ἐναντία τό μιαν thru αυτών Επιστήμην, ἀλλ* οτι αληθές είπειν κατ* αυτών μίαν εΐναι αυτών έπιστημην. ιβ Συμβαίνει 5* ὁτἐ μιν έπι του μισού το πρώτον λέγεσθαι το hi μισόν έπϊ του τρίτου μή λέγεσθαι, οΐον ει ή σοφία ἐστιν επιστήμη, τον δ* άγαθοΰ έστιν ή σοφία (επιστήμη),1 συμπέρασμα οτι τον άγαθοΰ ἐστιν έπιστημη* τό μιν δη αγαθόν ούκ ἔστιν ἐπι-15 στήμη, η hi σοφία έστιν έπιστημη, ότέ δἐ τὸ μιν μέσον έπι του τρίτου λέγεται, το δε πρώτον επί του μέσου ου λέγεται· οΐον ει του ποιου παντός έστιν έπιστήμη η έιαντίου, το δ* αγαθόν καί έναν-τῶν και ποιόν, συμπέρασμα μιν οτι του αγαθού ἔστιν έπιστημη, ούκ ἐστι δε το αγαθόν έπιστήμη ουδέ το ποιόν ουδέ το ἐναντίον, άλλα τἀ αγαθόν *ο ταδτα. εστι δἐ ότε μὐτε τό π ρεόταν κατά τοΰ μέσου μήτε τούτο κατά του τρίτου, του πρώτου κατά τού τρίτου ότι μιν λεγομένον ότι hi μη λεγομένου' οΐον εί ου επιστήμη έστιν, εστι τούτου 1 οτη. Bekker.
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applies to the middle and the middle to the extreme a The terms in in the sense that they will always be predicated of missesmay one another or that the first term will be predicated stand in^ of the middle in the same way as the middle is pre- tL!ftheSeS dicated of the last (the same caution applies also to nominative, negative predication). We must suppose that the expression ‘ to apply ’ has as many different senses as there are senses in which we say that a thing is, or that it is true to say that it is. Take, e.g., the statement that there is one science of contraries.6 Let A stand for ‘ there being one science,’ and Β for ‘ things contrary to one another.’ Then A applies to B, not in the sense that the contraries are ‘ there being one science * of them, but in the sense that it is true to state of them that there is one science of them.
It happens sometimes that the first term is stated of the middle, but the middle is not stated of the third term ; e.g., if wisdom is knowledge, and wisdom is concerned with the good, the conclusion is that knowledge is concerned with the good. Then the good is not knowledge, although wisdom is knowledge; Sometimes the middle term is stated of the third, but the first is not stated of the middle ; e.g., if there is a science of every quality or contrary, and good is both a contrary and a quality, the conclusion is that there is a science of the good ; but the good is not science, nor is the quality or the contrary, although the good is a quality and a contrary. Sometimes neither the first term is stated of the middle nor the middle of the third, while the first is sometimes stated of the third and sometimes not. E.g., if there is a genus of
• i.e. minor term.
h i.e. that both members of any given pair of contraries {e.g. health and disease) are studied by the same science.
375
ARISTOTLE
γένος, του Β* αγαθού έστιν Επιστήμη, συμπέρασμα ότι του αγαθού Ζ στ ι γέ\·ος· κατηγορεΐται 3* ούΒέν ν» κατ* ούΒενός. ει δ* ου έστιν επιστήμη, γένος ἐστὶ tout ο, του δ* αγαθού ἕστο» έπιστήμη, συμπέρασμα ότι τάγαθόν ἐστι γέιος' κατά μεν Βή του άκρου κατηγορεΐται το πρώτον, κατ* άλλήλων Β* ού λέγεται.
Τ ον αυτόν Βη τρόπον καί έπΐ του μη ύπάρχειν ληπτέον. ον γαρ cui σημαίνει τό μη ύπάρχειν τόΒε •ο τώδε μη είναι τό3< τόΒε, άλλ* ενίοτε τἀ μἡ είναι τὀθ< τούΒε η τόΒ( τώΒε, οΐον ότι ούκ ἕστι κινήσεως κίχησις η γ (vt σ εως γένεσις, ηΒονής Β* έστιν ούκ άρα η ήΒονη γένεσις’ η πάλιν ότι γέλωτος μέν εστι ση μ (Ιον, ση μ (ίου Βε ούκ έστι σημεΐον, ώστ* οό ση μ (ΐον ό γέλως, ομοίως Βέ καν τοῖς άλλοις έν ν» όσοις αναιρείται τἀ πρόβλημα τῷ λέγεσθαί πως προς αυτό τό γέισς. πάλιν ότι ὁ καιρός ούκ έστι χρόνος Βέων θ (ψ γαρ καιρός μεν έστι, χρόνος Β ούκ έστι Βέων δια τἀ μηΒέν είναι θεφ ωφέλιμον, όρους μεν γαρ θετέον καιρόν καί χρόνον δέοντα καί θεόν, την Βε πρότασιν ληπτέον κατά την του όνο-40 ματος πτώσιν. απλώς γαρ τούτο λέγομεν κατα πάντων, ότι τούς μεν όρους άε! θετέον κατά τάς κλήσεις τών ονομάτων, οΐον άνθρωπος ή αγαθόν η 49» εναντία, ούκ ανθρώπου ή αγαθού ή εναντίων, τας Βε προτάσεις ληπτέον κατά τάς ίκαστου πτώσεις’ ή γάρ ότι τούτω, οΐον τό Ισον, ή ότι τούτου, οΐον τό διπλάσιου, ή ότι τούτο, οΐον τό τυπτον ή ορών, S76
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that of which there is a science, and there is a science of the good, the conclusion is that there is a genus of the good ; yet nothing is predicated of anything. But if that of which there is a science is a genus, and if there is a science of the good, the conclusion is that the good is a genus. Thus the first is predicated of the extreme term, but the terms are not predicated of one another in the premisses.
The same must be understood to apply to negative predication; for ‘ X does not apply to Y * does not always mean ‘ X is not Y * but sometimes 1 there is no X of Y * or ‘ for Y.* Take, for instance, the statement ‘ there is no motion of motion or generation of generation, but there is generation of pleasure ; therefore pleasure is not generation.’ Or again ‘ there is a sign of laughter, but there is no sign of a sign ; hence laughter is not a sign.’ Similarly too in all other cases in which the proposition is refuted by stating the genus in a certain relation to the terms of the proposition. Again, there is the argument that opportunity is not the right time ; for opportunity belongs . to God, but the right time does not, because nothing is convenient to God. We must posit as terms ‘ opportunity * and ‘ right time * and ‘ God,’ but the premiss must be understood according to the case of the noun. For we maintain as a general rule which applies without exception to all examples that whereas the terms must always be posited in the nominative case (e.g.,
*	man * or 4 good * or 4 contraries,’ not ‘ of man * or
*	of good * or ‘ of contraries ’), the premisses must be understood in accordance with the case of each term: either in the dative, e.g., ‘ equal to this/ or in the genitive, e.g., 4 double of this,’ or in the accusative, e.g., ‘ that which strikes or sees this,’ or in the
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b η ότι οντος, olov ό άνθρωπος ζώον, η «Γ πως άλλως π/πτει τοννομα κατά την πρότασιν.
XXXVII.	Τό δ* όπάρχειν τάδε τῷδε καὶ τ ο άληθενεσθαι τάδε κατά τονΒε τοσαυταχώς ληπτίον όσαχώς αΐ κατηγορίας όιηρηνται, καί ταύτας η irn η απλώς, ἑτι απλά? η σνμπεπλεγμενας' ομοίως θε
ίο και το μη νπάρχειν. επισκεπτεον 5ὲ ταῦτα και Βιοριστεον βελτιον.
XXXVIII.	Τἀ b* επαναόιπλούμενον ἐν ταῖς προ-τάσ«σι προς τω πρωτω άκρω θ (τε'ον, ον προς τῷ μόσω. λέγω 8* οΐον ει γέικχτο συλλογισμός ότι της Βικαιοσννης εστιν επιστήμη ότι αγαθόν, το ότι
ΐΛ αγαθόν η f αγαθόν προς τῷ πρωτω θετέον. έστω γάρ τό Α επιστήμη ότι αγαθόν, έφ* ω Bi Β αγαθόν, έφ* ψ 3ἐ Γ Βικαιοσυνη. τό 8η Α αληθές τοΰ Β κατηγορησαι, τον γάρ αγαθού ἔστιν επιστήμη ότι αγαθόν άλλα και τό Β τον Γ, ὑ γάρ δικαιοσύνη όπ(ρ αγαθόν, οντω μ ἐν ouv yiywrai άναλνσις. so €ΐ δἐ προς τω Β τεθείη τό ότι αγαθόν, ου κ «σται* τὁ μεν γάρ Α κατά τον Β αληθές εσται, τό 8ά Β κατά τοΰ Γ ονκ αληθές «σται* τἀ γάρ αγαθόν ότι αγαθόν κατηγορ€Ϊν της Βικαιοσνιης φενΒος καί ον συνετόν, ομοίως 8έ καί ει τό υγιεινόν Βειχθείη ότι ἔστιν επιστητόν ὑ αγαθόν, η τραγέλαφος1 η μὴ 15 ον, η άνθρωπος φθαρτόν ή αισθητόν· εν άπασι γάρ
1 τραγέλαφος ὅοἐββτότ ΒΜ*.
•	Literally ’ goat-deer * * β conventional example of fabulous animal. Cf. Plato, Republic +88 a, Aristophanes, Frogs 937.
•	i.e. it b known not to exist This seems to be the true
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nominative, e.g., ‘ man is an animal ’ ; or in any other way in which the noun occurs in the premiss.
XXXVII.	The statements that X applies to Y and Various that X is true of Y must be understood in as many theSSte-different senses as there are distinct categories ; and g0™.8 the categories must be taken either in a particular p
or in an unqualified sense, and further as either simple or compound. Similarly too with negative attribution. These points, however, call for further consideration and more adequate analysis.
XXXVIII.	Any term which is duplicated in the Syliogismg premisses should be attached to the first extreme and qualified not to the middle. I mean, e.g., that supposing we premisses, should have a syllogism to the effect that ‘ there is knowledge of probity that it is good,’ the expression
‘ that it is good ’ or ‘ qua good * should be attached to the first term. Let A stand for ‘ knowledge that it is good/ Β for * good ’ and C for ‘ probity.’ Then it is true to predicate A of B, for there is knowledge of good that it is good. But it is also true to predicate Β of C ; for probity is identical with one form of good. Thus in this way an analysis can be effected. Supposing, however, that the expression 4 that it is good ’ be attached to B, there will be no analysis ; for A will be true of B, but Β will not be true of C, since to predicate of probity that it is good that it is good is false and unintelligible. Similarly too supposing that it be proved that the healthy is qua good an object of knowledge, or that a unicorn a is qua non-existent an object of knowledge,b or that a man is qua perceptible perishable ; for in all
meaning, δοξαστόν, 4 as imaginary,’ makes good sense, but it has very little authority, and I have followed Waitz and Jenkinson in rejecting it.
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«■ . . .................................*
τοι ς €πικατηγορουμένοις ττ ρος τω ακρω την «πανα-
όίπλωσιν Θητίον.
Ουχ η αυτή ht θόσις τών όρων όταν απλώς τι σνλλογισθη *αὶ όταν τάδε τι η τη} η πώς, λἐγα> δ* οἷον όταν τάγαθόν επιστητόν 0*ιχθη καί όταν •ο Επιστητόν1 ότι αγαθόν’ ἀλλ* (ί μῖν ἀπλῶς €τη· σττγτόν δῶεικται, μισόν θ(τόον τό ον, ὡ 6* ὁτι αγαθόν, τό τι ον. ίσται γὸν τό μόν Α όπιστημη ότι τι όν, όφ' φ δἐ Β ον τι, τό δ’μ· ώ Γ αγαθόν. άληθίς δὴ τό Α τον Β κατηγορ€Ϊν, ἣν γἀρ ἐνιστὴμη του ταός ovros άτι τὶ όν άλλα καὶ τὸ Β τον Γ, ϋ τό πὸρ ἐὸ* α» Γ όν τι· ώστε *αι τό Α τοῦ Γ. «στα* άρα όπιστημη τάγαθοΰ ότι αγαθόν ἡν γαρ τό τί ον της ἰδίου σημεῖον ουσίας. €1 δἐ τἀ ον μισόν ότόθη και προς τοι άκρω τό ον απλώς καί μη τό τι ον όλόχθη, ούκ αν ὑν συλλογισμός ότι ΐστιν όπιστημη τάγαθοΰ ότι αγαθόν, άλλ’ ότι όν, οίον όφ* φ τό Α 49 k όπιστημη ότι όν, όφ* φ Β όν, ἐφ* φ Γ αγαθόν, φανερόν ουν ότι όν τοι? ἐν μόρ*ι συλλογισμούς ούτως ληπτόον τους όρους.
XXXIX. Αει δἐ και μ€ταλαμβάν€ΐν α τό αὐτὸ δάνα ται, ονόματα άντ* ονομάτων καί λόγους άντι 1 twurrqrov τ» Codd. : ΟΓΠ- Boethius, Wait*.
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instances of supplementary predication the reduplication must be attached to the extreme 0 tenn.
The arrangement of terms is not the same when a syllogism is proved without qualification and when the proof relates to a particular thing or sense or condition ; I mean, e.g., when the good is proved to be an object of knowledge and when it is proved to be an object of knowledge that it is good. If it is proved to be the former, we must posit as the middle tenn ‘ that which is ’ ; if to be the latter, with the qualification ‘ that it is good,’ we must posit as the middle ‘ that which is something.’ Let A stand for * knowledge that it is something,’ Β for * that which is something ’ and C for ‘ good.’ Then it is true to predicate A of B, for ex hypothesi there is knowledge of something that it is something. But it is also true to predicate Β of C, for that which C represents is something. Hence it is also true to predicate A of C. Therefore there will be knowledge of the good that it is good ; for ex hypothesi the expression * that which is something * refers to the thing’s particular form of being. But if we had posited ‘ that which is ’ as the middle term, and had connected in a proposition with the extreme term the unqualified expression ‘ that which is ’ instead of ‘ that which is something,’ there would have been no syllogism proving that there is knowledge of the good that it is good, but only that it is,—e.g., if A had stood for ‘knowledge that it is,’ Β for ‘ that which is,’ and C for ‘ good.’ Thus it is evident that in syllogisms which are thus particularized the terms must be taken in this way.
XXXIX.	We must also substitute equivalents, substituting word for word and phrase for phrase, and
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& λόγων καί όνομα καί λόγον, καί αει αντί του λόγου τούνομα λααβάνειν ρηων γαρ ή των όρων εκθεσις. οΓον ει μηδέν διαφέρει είπεΐν το ύποληπτόν του δοξαστοΰ μη εΊναι γόνος η μη είναι όπερ ύποληπτόν τι το δοζαστόν (ταυτόν γαρ το σημαινόμενον), αντί του λόγου του λεχθόντος τό ύποληπτόν καλ το δο(αστον όρους Αετε'ον.
ίο XL. Έπεί δ* ου ταυτόν εστι τό cfmx την ηδονήν αγαθόν και τό εΙι·αι την ήδοιην τό αγαθόν, οίγ ομοίως θετΙον τους όρους, αλλ* ει μόν ἐστιν ο συλλογισμός ότι ή ηδονή τάγαθόν, τάγαθόν, «ἰ δ* ότι αγαθόν, αγαθόν, ούτως κάπι τῶν άλλων.
XLI. Ούκ εστι δε ταυτόν οὔτ* είναι ούτ* είπεΐν is ότι ω τό Β ύπάρχει, τούτω παντί τό Α ύιτάρχει, καί τό ειπειν τό ω τταντί τό Β ύπάρχει, καί τό Α παντί ύπάρχει* ot/δἐν γαρ κωλύει τό Β τῷ Γ ύπάρχειν, μή τταντί δό. οΐον έστω τό Β καλόν τό δἐ Γ λευκόν. ει δη λευκω τοι ύπάρχει καλόν, αληθές ειπειν ότι τω λευκω ύπάρχει καλόν αλλ* οὑ so παντι ίσως. ει μεν συν το Λ τω Β υπάρχει, μή παντί δε καθ* ου τό Β, ούτ* ει παντί τω Γ τό Β ούτ* ει μόνον υπάρχει άιάγκη τό Α, ούχ οτι ου παντί, αλλ* ούδ* ύπάρχειν. ει δε καθ* ου αν τό Β λεγηται αληθώς τουτω παντί υπάρχει, σνμβήσεται is τό Α, καθ* ου παντός τό Β λεγεται, κατά τούτου παιτός λεγεσθαι. ει μέντοι τό Α λεγεται καθ* οδ αν τό Β λεγηται κατά παντός, ουδἐν κωλύει τω Γ ύπάρχειν τό Β, μή παντί δε τό Α ή όλως μή ύπάρχειν. εν δή τοΐς τρισίν όροις δήλον ότι τό καθ* οδ τό Β, παντός τό Α λεγεσθαι το£τ* εστι, καθ*
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interchanging word and phrase, but always preferring the word to the phrase, for this makes it easier to set out the terms. E.g., if it is immaterial whether we say ‘ the conceivable is not a genus of the imaginable ’ or ‘ the imaginable is not identical with some part of the conceivable * (for the meaning is just the same), we must posit as terms the conceivable and the imaginable in preference to the expression which we have quoted.
XL. Since the propositions ‘ pleasure is a good * and 4 pleasure is the good * are not identical, the terms must not be posited identically in both, but if the syllogism is to prove the latter we must posit ‘ the good,’ and if the former, ‘ good.’ So too in all other cases.
XLI. It is not the same, either in fact or to say, that A applies to all of that to which Β applies, and that A applies to all of that to all of which Β applies ; for there is no reason why Β should not apply to C, but not to all C. E.g., let Β stand for ‘ beautiful * and C for * white.’ Then if 1 beautiful * applies to some white thing, it is true to say that ‘ beautiful9 applies to ‘ white,’ but not, presumably, to all ‘ white.* Thus if A applies to B, but not to everything of which Β is stated, then whether Β applies to all C or merely applies to C, not only need A not apply to all C, but it need not apply to C at all. If on the other hand A applies to all that of which Β is truly stated, it will follow that A is stated of everything of all of which Β is stated. If, however, A is stated0 of that of all of which Β is stated, there is no reason why A should apply to all C or indeed apply to C at all, although Β applies to C. With regard to these three terms, then, it is clear that ‘ A is stated of all of which
383
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The force of the definite article must not be ignored.
Meaning of the proposition * A is stated of all that of which Β is stated.*
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eo όσων τό Β λίγεται, κατά πάντων λίγ€σθαι καὶ τό Α. καί (Ι πὶν κατά παντός τό Β, καὶ τό Α ούτως' εΐ δι μη κατά παντός, ούκ ανάγκη τό Α κατά παιπός.
Ου δεῖ δ* οϊεσΰαι παρά τό ίκτίθεσΰαί τι <τυμ-βαίνειν άτοπον ουδἐν yap προσχρωαεθα τω τάδε τι u είναι, ἀλλ* ὥσπερ ὁ γεωμετρης την ποδιαίαν καὶ ευθείαν τηι·δε καί άπλατή εΐναι λιγει ονκ οΰσας,1 ἀλλ* οὺς οότω? χρίγται ως εκ τούτων συλΧογιζό· μ€νος. άλως γάρ δ μη ἐστιν ῶς όλον πρός μίμος καί άλλο προς τοῦτο ιῖς μίμος προς άλαν, εζ ούόενός των τοιούτων δείκινσιν 6 δεικνύων, ὧστε Μ»ουδἐ γίγνεται συλλογισμός. τῷ δ’ ίκτίθεσθαι ο vt ω χρωμεθ α ώσπερ καί τω αισθάνεσθαι, τον μανθάνοντα λίγοντες- οι) yap oinrai? ῶς avcv τοὑτων ούχ οίόν τ* αποδε ιχθηναι, ώσπερ εζ ὧν ὀ συλ-λογισμός.
5 XL1I. Μὺ Λαι·ῦαι·ττω δ* ἡμᾶ? ότι ο τω αὐτῷ σνλλογισμψ ούχ άπαντα τα συμπεράσματα &ι* ἐνός σχήματός εισιν, άλλα τό μῖν διὰ τοὐτου τὸ 3ἐ δι* άλλου, δήλον ονν άτι και τάς αναλύσεις οντω ποιητεον. επει δ' ου παν πρόβλημα εν άπαντι σχήματι ἀλλ* ἐν εκάστω τεταγμενα, φανερόν εκ του ίο συμπεράσματος εν ω σχήματι ζητητεον.
XL11I. Τοῖς τε προς ορισμόν των λόγων, όσοι προς εν τι τνγχάνουσι διειλεγμενοι των εν τω ο ρω, προς δ διείλεκται θετεον άρον, καί ου τον άπαντα λόγον ήττον γάρ συμβήσεται ταράττεσΰαι δια τό
1 οὅαατ B*df.
• Cf. An. Pott. 76 b S9, Met. 1078 a SOl
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Β is stated ’ means * A is stated of all things of which Β is stated.’ And if Β is stated of all, so too is A ; but if Β is not stated of all, A is not necessarily stated of all.
It must not be supposed that any absurdity results The setting from the setting out of terms. We do not base our ^sed^r™5 argument upon the reality of a particular example ; illustration, we are doing the same as the geometrician who says demonstra-that such-and-such a one-foot line or straight line or tion* line without breadth exists when it does not, yet does not use his illustrations in the sense that he argues from them.® For in general unless two things are related as whole to part and as part to whole, the man who is trying to prove something can prove nothing from them ; and hence no syllogism results. On the contrary, we (I mean the student) use the setting out of terms as one uses sense-perception ; we do not use them as though demonstration were impossible without these illustrations, as it would be without the premisses of a syllogism.
XLII. We must not overlook the fact that not all The several the conclusions in the same syllogism are effected by ofasingie’ means of one figure, but some by one and some by another. Thus it is clear that we must conduct our may be analysis accordingly. And since not every proposi-J[£J®edn{.n tion is proved in every figure, but certain fixed types~ figures, are proved in each, it will be evident from the form of the conclusion in which figure the inquiry should be conducted.
XLIII. With regard to such arguments as refer Choice of to a definition, whenever they are directed to prove synSgismg some one part of the definition, that part to which, the argument is directed, and not the whole formula, definitions, should be posited as a term (for so there will be less
ν 2	385
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1& μήκος· otov €t to vBcop	στι υγρόν πατάν, τό
ποτόν καί τό υΒωρ ορούς θ(τίον.
XLIV. Έτι Β( τοῖς (ζ νποθίσανς συλλογισμούς ου παρατόον άνάγαν ου γάρ ἐστιν (κ των κ*ιμόνων άνάγαν. ον γάρ Βία συλλογισμού Β<Β<ιγμόνοι €ΐσίν, άλλα Βία συνθήκης ώμολογημόνοι πάντ€ς. » οΐον €ι υποθ(μ(ΐ·ος, αν Βυι·αμις τις μία μὴ ἦ τῶν εναντίων, μηδ* (πιστήμην μίαν είναι, (Ιτα δια-λ(χθ(ίη οτι ούκ (στι πάσα1 Βυι·αμις των όναντίων, οΐον τού ύγκιιού καί του νοσώΒονς- άμα γαρ ἔσται τἀ αυτό ύγΐ4ΐι·ον καί νοσώΒ<ς. οτι μόν συν ούκ (στι μία πάντων των όναιτίων Βύναμις όπιΒό-δείΑτται,* ότι 5* όπιστήμη ούκ ἔστιν ού ΒόΒιικτοι. *5 καίτοι 6μολογ(ιν άναγκαχον <ζλλ* οὐτ €κ συλλογισμού, άλλ* νποθίσ(ως. τούτον μόν ούν ούκ ίστιν άιαγαγ(ΐν, ότι Β* ου μία Βυι·αμις ίστιν ούτος γαρ ίσως και ήν συλλογισμός, (Κ(ΐνο Β* ύπόθίσις.
'Ομοίως Bi καί όπι των Βία τού άΒυνάτου π<-80 ραινομινών ούΒί γαρ τούτους ούκ ίστιν άναλύαν, άλλα την μὲν (ις τό άΒύνατον άπαγωγην ἕστι (συλλογισμό) γάρ Β(ίκνυται), θάπρον δ* ούκ ἔστιν* (ζ νποθίσ(ως γαρ π(ραίΐ’(ται. Βιαφίρουσι Bi των προαρημόιων ότι ἐν €Κ(ίνοις μιν δεῖ προΒιομο-λογήσασθαι (Ι μόλλα συμφήσί.ιν, οΐον αν 0€ΐχθβ 86 μία Βύναμις των εναντίων, και ίπιστήμην είναι την
1 ιτάοα B*C* : tornur Α1 : μία A*B*C*.
* twiMrurrai Α1 Be1: dwoWZiurra* A*C*dfm.
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likelihood of confusion due to the length of the term): e.g., if it is shown that water is drinkable liquid, the terms posited should be ‘ drinkable ’ and ‘ water.’
XLIV. Further, we should not attempt to reduce hypothetical syllogisms, because it is impossible to reduce them by proceeding from the premisses laid down, since they have not been proved by a syllogism, but have all been admitted by agreement. E.g., suppose that, after assuming that unless there is some one potentiality for contraries there cannot be one science of them, you should then argue that not every potentiality is for contraries, e.g., for the healthy and for the diseased, for if there is, the same thing will be at the same time healthy and diseased : then it has been shown that there is not one potentiality for all contraries, but it has not been shown that there is not one science. It is true that the latter must necessarily be admitted, but only ex hypothesi and not as the result of syllogistic proof. The latter argument, then, cannot be reduced, but the argument that there is not one potentiality can ; for presumably this actually was a syllogism, whereas the former was a hypothesis.
Similarly too in the case of arguments which are established per impossibile. These too cannot be analysed. The reduction ad impossibile can be analysed, because it is proved by a syllogism; but the rest of the argument cannot, because the conclusion is drawn from a hypothesis. These types differ from those described above in that in the former if the conclusion is to be admitted some preliminary argument is necessary, e.g., that if it be shown that there is one potentiality for contraries, the science which studies them is also the same. But in these
Hypotheti· cal syllogisms cannot be reduced.
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αυτήν ενταύθα δἐ καί μή προόιομολογησάμενοι σνγχωρουσι Biα τό φαιδρόν είναι τἀ φεΰΒος, olov τ (θ (ίσης της δι άμετρου συμμέτρου τὸ τὰ περιττά Γσα ὦ·αι τοῖν άρτίοις.
Πολλοί Bi κ·αι ετεροι περαιι·οιται	υποθόσεως,
♦ο οῖς επισκεφααθαι δεῖ καὶ Βιασημήναι καθάριος. so b nVcff μ ἐν ουν αι Βιαφοραι τούτων καί ποσαχῶς γίγιεται το εζ ΰποθεσεως ύστερον εροΰμεν νυν Bi τοσυυτον ὑμῖν ϊ,στω φαιδρόν, οτ ι ούκ εστιν αι·αλυειν εις τα σχίσματα τους τοιουτους συλλογισμούς* * καί Bi* ἣν αιτίαν, εφήκαμεν.
ι XLV. Όσα δ* ἐν πλείοσι σχημασι Βείκννται των προβλημάτων, ην tv θατερω σνλλογισθη, εστιν άιαγαγεϊν τον συλλογισμόν εις θάτερον, olov τον tv τω πράττω στερητικόν εις το Βεύτερον καί τον ἐν τῷ μεσω εις το πρώτον, ούχ άπαντας Bi άλλ9 ενίους. εσται Bi φαιτρόν iv τοΐς επομόνοις. tl γαρ ίο τό Α μηΒα'ι τω Β τό Bi Β παντί τω Γ, τἀ Α ούΒενι τω Γ. οὔτω piv οὐν τό πρώτον σχήμα, εάν Β* άιτιστραφή τ6 στερητικόν, το μισόν εσται· τἀ γαρ Β τψ μεν Α ούΒενι τω Bi Γ παντι υπάρχει, ομοίως Βε και ει μὴ καθόλου άλλ* εν μερει ό συλ-11 λογισμός, olov ει το μεν Α μηΒενι τῷ Β τὺ Bi Β τινι τῷ Γ* άντιστραφειτος γαρ του στερητικού τό μέσον εσται σχήμα.
Τῶν δ’ ἐν τω Βειηερω συλλογισμών οι μεν καθόλου άιαχθήσονται εις τό πρώτον, τών Β* εν μερει άτερος μόνον, έστω γαρ τό Α τῷ μεν Β to μηΒενι τω Bi Γ παντι ύπάρχον. άντιστραφεντος
*	There is no such description to which we can refer.
•	Oi&rent	4 Cesare.
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examples the conclusions are admitted even without a preliminary agreement, because the fallacy is obvious ; as for example that if the diagonal of a square is taken to be commensurable, odd numbers are equal to even ones.®
Many other conclusions also are reached by hypothesis, and these require further study and clear explanation. What their differences are, and in how many ways a hypothetical conclusion is effected, will be described later.6 For the present let us regard this much as evident: that it is impossible to analyse such syllogisms as these into the figures. We have explained why this is so.
XLV. With regard to such propositions as are Reduction proved in more than one figure, if a conclusion is drawn in one figure, it is possible to reduce the syllo- one figure gism to another figure ; e.g., a negative syllogism (^iirefc6** in the first figure c can be reduced to the second,41 ^™dillto and in the middle figure—not all, however, but only some of theme—to the first. The principle will be clearly seen in the following examples. If A applies to no B, and Β applies to all C, A applies to no C. In this form we have the first figure. But if the negative proposition is converted, we shall have the middle figure ; for Β applies to no A but to all C. Similarly too if the syllogism is not universal but particular, e.g., if A applies to no Β and Β applies to some C; on the conversion of the negative proposition we shall have the middle figure.
Of syllogisms in the second figure, those which are (2) Second universal can be reduced to the first figure, but only flfjjjj;® mt0 one of the two particular syllogisms can be.so reduced.
Let A be taken as applying to no Β but to all C.
e See next paragraph.
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οδν τοΰ στερητικού τό πρώτον «στα* σχήμα· τὸ μὲν γἀρ Β ουδοἀ τω Α, τό δἐ Α παμτι τῷ Γ ύπάρζει. ἐάν 3ἐ τἀ κατηγορικόν ἡ πρός τῷ Β τἀ £ἐ στερητικόν προς τω Γ, πρώτον όρον Θετέον το Γ* τοῦτο γάρ ούδενι τω Α, τό δἐ Α παιπι τῷ Β* ώστ* ot&cvt ta τῷ Β τό Γ. ούδ* άρα τό Β τψ Γ ονἴσί* άντι-στρέφει γάρ τό στερητικόν, ἐάν 3* ἐν μἑ/κι ῄ ὁ συλλογισμός, όταν μεν ἡ τἀ στερητικόν προς τῷ μείζονι άκρψ, άναχθήσεται εις τό πρώτον, οΐον ει τό Α μηόενι τω Β τω δἐ Γ τινι' άντιστραφέντος γαρ του στερητικού τό πρώτον εσται σχήμα· τό μεν γαρ •ο Β ούθενί τω Α, τ ἀ δἐ Α τα·ι τῷ Γ. ᾶταν 8έ τό κατηγορικόν, ούκ άναλνθήσεται, οΐον εΐ τό Α τῷ μῖν Β παιτι τῷ Γ ου παχτί' ούτε γαρ 8έχεται αντιστροφήν τό ΑΒ, ούτε γεχομένης εσται συλλογισμός.
Πάλιν οι μεν εν τῷ τρίτψ σχηματι ούκ άναλυθη-σονται πάντες εις τό πρώτον, οι 8* εν τω πρώτψ *λ πάντες εις τό τρίτον, ύπαρχέτω γαρ τό Α παντί τω Β, τό Si Β τινι τψ Γ. ούκουν έπείόή αντιστρέφει τό εν μέρει κατηγορικόν, ύττάρζει τό Γ τιχά τω Β* τό 5ἐ Α παντί ύττήρχεν, ώστε γίγνεται τό τρίτον σχήμα, καί ει στερητικός ο συλλογισμός ωσαύτως' αντιστρέφει γαρ τό εν μέρει κατηγορικόν, ίο ώστε τό μεν Α ού8ενι τψ Β, τό δἐ Γ τινὶ υπάρξει. •ι ι Τών δ* εν τω τελενταίψ σχηματι συλλογισμών εΐς μόνος ούκ αναλύεται εις τό πρώτον, όταν μή καθόλου τεθή τό στερητικόν, οι 8* άλλοι πάντες αναλύονται, κατηγορείσθω γαρ παντός του Γ τἀ Α 6 *αι τό Β* ουκοθν αντιστρέφει τό Γ προς έκάτερσν
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Then on the conversion of the negative proposition we shall have the first figure ; for Β will apply to no A, but A will apply to all C. But if the affirmative statement is attached to Β and the negative to C, C must be posited as first term ; for C applies to no A, and A to all Β : hence C applies to no B. Therefore Β also applies to no C, for the negative proposition is convertible. If, however, the syllogism is particular, when the negative statement is attached to the major extreme, the syllogism can be reduced to the first figure,—for example, if A applies to no Β but to some C ; for on the conversion of the negative proposition we shall have the first figure, since Β applies to no A, and A applies to some C. But when the affirmative statement is attached to the major term, the syllogism cannot be analysed : e.g., if A applies to all Β but not to all C. For the statement AB does not admit of conversion, nor, even if conversion took place, would there be a syllogism.
Again, syllogisms in the third figure cannot all be (fl3) resolved into the first, although those in the first can third, all be resolved into the third. Let A apply to all B, and Β apply to some C. Then when the particular affirmative statement is converted, C will apply to some B. But it was assumed that A applies to all B, and so we get the third figure. The same also holds good if the syllogism is negative ; for the particular affirmative statement is convertible, and so A will apply to no Β and C to some B.
Of the syllogisms in the last figure only one cannot (4) Third be resolved into the first figure, viz. when the negative lnt0 statement is not universal. All the rest can be so resolved. Let A and Β be predicated of all C. Then C will convert into a particular relation with each of
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επί μ*ρους’ υπάρχει αρα τινι τῷ Β. ὁκττ* εσται τό πρώτον σχήμα, «ἰ τό μῖν Α παντί τω Γ τό 3ἐ Γ τινι τῶν Β. καί (Ι το μὲν Α παντί τω Γ τό δἐ Β τινι, 6 αυτός λόγος· αντιστρέφει νὰρ πρῖς τό Γ τό Β. ἐάν δε τἀ μὲν Β παντί τω Γ τό ίο δε Α τινι τώ Γ, πρώτος όρος θετεος τό Β* τἀ γἀρ Β παντι τιρ Γ τό 5ἐ Γ τινι τψ Α, ὥστε τὸ Β τινι τώ Α. ἐν«ι δ* άιτιστρέφει τό ἐν μερει, καὶ τὸ Α τινι τῷ Β υπάρξει.
Καὶ ει στερητικός 6 συλλογισμός, καθόλου τῶν όρα>υ όντα»ν, ομοίως ληπτεον. υπαρχετω γάρ τὸ Β παντι τψ Γ, τό 8ε Α μηδενί· ονκοΰν τινι τω Β ι& υπάρξει τό Γ, τἀ δἐ Α οόδεν» τα» Ρ, ὦστ* εσται μέσον τό Γ. ομοίως δε καί ει το μεν στερητικόν καθόλου τό δἐ κατηγορικόν ἐν μέρει· τό μὲν γἀ/> Α ούδενί τω Γ, τό Bi Γ ηνί τά>ν Β υπάρξει, εάν δ* ῖν μέρει ληφθβ τό στερψτκόν, ονκ εσται άνάλνσις, οίον ει τό μεν Β παντι τω Γ τἀ 8ε Α τινί μἡ to υπάρξει· άιπιστραφέιτος γάρ του ΒΓ άμφότεραι αι προτάσεις εσοχται κατά μέρος.
Φανερόν δἐ α αι ότι προς τό αι·αλυειν εις ἄλληλα τά σχήματα η προς τῷ ελάττονι άκρω πρότασις αντιστρετττεα εν άμφοτεροις τοίς σχημασι· τούτης α γάρ μετατιθεμενης η μετάβασις εγίγνετο.
•. Τῶν δ* εν τψ μεσω σχηματι άτερος μὲν ἐνα-Λὑεται άτερος 5* ούκ αναλύεται εις τό τρίτον, όταν μεν γάρ ὑ τό καθόλου στερητικόν, ὲναλὑττβα* ει γάρ τό Α μηδειΊ τώ Β τώ δε Γ τινι, άμφότερα νο ομοίως αντιστρέφει πρός τό Α, ώστε τό μἐν Β ονδενί τώ Α, τό 8ε Γ τοέ* μέσον αρα τό Α. όταν
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these terms. Therefore it applies to some B. Thus we shall have the first figure, if A applies to all C, and C to some B. The same principle holds also if A applies to all C and Β to some C; for Β is convertible with C. If on the other hand Β applies to all C aind A to some C, Β must be taken as the first term ; for Β applies to all C, and C to some A, so that Β applies to some A; and since the particular statement is convertible, A will also apply to some B.
Also, if the syllogism is negative, provided that the terms are related universally, it should be treated in the same way. Let Β apply to all, but A to no C.
Then C will apply to some B, and A to no C, so that C will be the middle term. Similarly too if the negative statement is universal and the affirmative particular ; for A will apply to no C, and C will apply to some B. If, however, the negative statement is taken as particular, there can be no resolution : e.g., if Β applies to all C, and A does not apply to some C; for on the conversion of the premiss BC both the premisses will be particular.
It is also evident that for the purpose of resolving the figures α into one another the premiss- which is attached to the minor extreme must be converted in both figures ; for we have seen that the change from one to another takes place by the substitution of this premiss.
Of the syllogisms in the middle figure, one can be (5) Second resolved into the third figure and the other cannot, third! mt° (1) -When the universal: statement is negative, resolution is possible ; for if A applies to no Β, but to some C/both statements alike are convertible with respect to A, so^ that Β applies to no A and C to some A, Therefore A is the middle term. (2) When A applies
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δἐ τό Α παντι τω Β τῷ δἐ Γ τι*! μη ύπάρχη, ούκ ωσται άνάλυσις· ούδωτωρα γαρ των προτάσωων ἐκ της αντιστροφής καθόλου.
Και οι ω κ του τρίτου δἐ σχήματος άναλυθτμτονται •5 (ίς το μισόν όταν ή καθόλου το στερητικόν, οἷον ci τ ο Α μηδωνί τω Γ, τἀ δἐ Β τινι ή παντι· #cai γὰρ το Γ τω μεν Α ούδενι τω Βω Β τινι ύπάρζωι. ἐὰν δ* ωπι μίμους ή το στωρητικόν ούκ άναλνθησωται* ου γαρ Βίχωται αντιστροφήν το ων κέρει αποφατικόν. ♦ο Φανερόν οὑν όπ οἴ αι/τοΙ συλλογισμοί ούκ άνα-Λίονπαι ἐν τοντοις τόις σχήμασιν οΐπωρ οὑδ* ωίς τ6 ιι ι πρώτον άνελάσντο, *<ιί όπ εἷς τό πρώτον σχήμα τών συλλογισμών άναγομίνων ούτοι μόνοι δ ιά τοϋ άδυιάτου πωραιι·ονται.
Πώς μων ούν δεῖ τοῖς συλλογισμούς άνάγωιν, καί ότι αναλύεται τα σχήματα ωις άλληλα, φανερόν ίκ ι τών (ίρημίνων.
XLVI. Διαφίρ€ΐ Bi τι ἐν τω κατασκωυάζωιν ή άιασκωυάζωιν τό υπολαμβάνωιν ή ταύτον ή ωτωρον σημαίνωιν τό μή ωΐναι τοδι *αι ωΐναι μή τούτο, otov τό μή ωΐναι λωυκόν τω ωΐχαι μή λωυκόν. ού γαρ ταύτον σημαίνω ι, ούΒ* ωστιν άπόφασις του ωΐναι ίο λωυκόν τό ωΐιαι μή λωυκόν, ἀλλἀ τό μή ωΐναι λωυκόν. λόγος Βω τούτου όΒω.
* Ομοίως γόφ ωχωι τό Βύναται βαδίζω ιν προς τό δυνατοί ου βαδίζω ιν τω ἔστι λωυκόν προς τό ωστιν ου λευκόν, και ωπίσταται τάγαθόν προς το ωπί· σταται τό ούκ αγαθόν, τό γαρ ωπίσταται τάγαθόν ή ωστιν ωπιστάμωνος τάγαθόν ούδων Βιαφίρωι, ούδί is τό δι/ναται βαδίζωιν ή ωστι Βυνάμωνος βαδίζωατ
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to all B, but does not apply to some C, there can be no resolution ; for neither premiss is universal after conversion.
The syllogisms of the third figure can also be resolved into the middle figure when the negative statement is universal, e.g., if A applies to no C and Β applies to some or all of C ; for then C will apply to no A but to some B. If, however, the negative statement is particular, resolution will be impossible, for the particular negative does not admit of conversion.
Thus it is evident (1) that the types of syllogism which cannot be resolved in these figures are the same as those which we saw could not be resolved into the first figure ; and (2) that when syllogisms are reduced to the first figure these alone are established per impossibile.
It is evident, then, from the foregoing account how syllogisms should be reduced; and also that the figures can be resolved into one another.
XLVI. It makes no little difference in establishing or refuting a proposition whether we suppose that ‘ not to be so-and-so * and ‘ to be not-so-and-so * mean the same or something different : e.g., whether ‘ not to be white * means the same as ‘ to be not-white.’ For it does not mean the same ; the negation of ‘ to be white ’ is not ‘ to be not-white ’ but ‘ not to be white.’ The explanation of this is as follows :
‘ He can walk ’ is to ‘ he can not-walk as ‘ it is white * is to ‘ it is not-white,’ and as * he understands the good * is to ‘ he understands the not-good.’ For there is no difference between ‘ he understands the good ’ and ‘ he is understanding of the good,’ nor is there between * he can walk * and ‘ he is able to walk.’
(6) Third figure into second.
‘ X is not Y’ does not mean the same as * X is not-Y.’
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ώστε καί τἀ αντικείμενα, ου δυνατοί βαδίζειν—ούκ εστι δυνάμενος βαδίζειν, εί ούν τἀ ούκ ἔστι δννὁ-μενος βαδίζειν ταότό σημαίνει και εστι δυνάμενος ου βαδίζειν η μη βαδίζειν, ταῦτα γε άμα inτάρξα ταύτω (ὁ γὸν αὑτός δύι-αται καί βαδίζειν καί μη *ο βάδιζειν, και επιστήμων τάγαθοΰ καί τοΰ μή αγαθού ἐστί) * φάσις δι καί άπόφασις ονχ ύπάρ* χονσιν αι άντικείμεναι άμα τῷ αὐτῷ. ώσπερ ούν ου ταύτό Ιστι τό μὴ όπίστασθαι τάγαθόν καί ἐνίστασ0αι τό μή άγαμόν, ονδ* είναι μη αγαθόν καὶ μὴ είναι ὁγαί?ὸν ταὐτὁν. τῶν γὰρ ἀπὸ λόγον ἐὸν si θάτερα ὑ ετερα, και θάτερα. ουδέ το είναι μη ίσον και τἀ μἡ εΓι·αι ίσον τῷ μὲν πὸρ υπόκειταί τι, τῷ om μή ἷαω, και tout' εστι τἀ ὁτιαον· τῷ δ* ούδεν. διόπερ ίσον μεν η άνισον ου nay, ίσον δ* η ούκ ίσον παν.
■Έτι τό εστιν ου λευκόν (ύλον καί ούκ εστι λευκόν to ξύλον ούχ άμα υπάρχει, ει γάρ εστι ξύλον ού λευκόν, «σται £ιίλον· τὁ δἐ μἡ ον λευκόν ξύλον ούκ ανάγκη ξύλον είναι, ώστε φανερόν δη ούκ εστι τοΰ εστιν αγαθόν τό εστιν ούκ αγαθόν άπόφασις. εΐ ούν κατο, παντός ενός η φάσις η άπόφασις άληθης, ει μη εστιν άπόφασις, δηλον ώς κατάφασις αν πως ειη. « καταφάσεως δἐ πάσης άπόφασις εστι' καὶ ταύτης άρα τό ούκ εστιν ούκ άγαθόν.
“Εχει δί τάξιν τηνδε προς άλλ,ηλα. έστω τό είναι άγαθόν εφ* ον Α, τό δε μη είναι άγαθόν εφ ού .Β, τἀ δἐ είναι μη άγαθόν εφ* ού Γ, υπό τό Β, τὸ δε μη είναι μη άγαθόν εφ* ού Δ, υπό τό Α. παντί δη 396
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Hence the opposite statements, 4 he cannot walk,’ ‘ he is not able to walk,’ are also identical. If, then, * he is not able to walk ' means the same as ‘ he is able not to walk,’ these attributes will apply at the same time to the same subject (for the same person can both walk and not walk, or is understanding both of the good and of the not-good). But an assertion and its opposite negation do not apply at the same time to the same subject. Therefore just as ‘ not to understand the good * and ‘ to understand the not-good * are not the same, so too ‘ to be not-good * and ‘ not to be good ’ are not the same ; for if one pair of corresponding terms in an analogical group is different, so is the other. Nor is ‘ to be not-equal ’ the same as ‘ not to be equal *; for the former, ‘ that which is not equal,’ has a definite subject, viz. the unequal; but the latter has none. For this reason everything is either equal or unequal, but not everything is either equal or not equal.
Again, the statements * the wood is not white ’ and ‘ it is not white wood * are not applicable to the same subject; for if wood is not white, it will be wood, but that which is not white wood is not necessarily wood at all. Hence it is evident that ‘ it is not-good ’ is not the negation of ‘ it is good.’ If, then, either the assertion or the negation is true of every single thing, if the negation is not true, clearly the affirmation must in some sense be true. But every affirmation has a negation ; and therefore the negation of the affirmation in question is ‘ it is not not-good.’
Now these terms are related to one another as follows. Let A stand for ‘ to be good,’ Β for ‘ not to be good,’ C for ‘ to be not-good * (this falls under B) and D for ‘ not to be not-good * (this falls under A).
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51 k
♦ο ύπάρζίι η το Α η τό Β, καί ονΒενί τῷ αὐτῷ* *α2 η τἀ Γ ἡ τἀ Δ, καί ovSfvt τῷ αύτώ. καί ψ το Γ, 62 > ανάγκη το Β παντϊ ύπάρχίιν. (Ι γάρ άληθίς ειπεΐν ότι ον λευκόν, καί οτ ι ονκ ίστι λ(υκον αληθές· αδύνατον γάρ άμα είναι Acυκδν καί ίΐναι μὴ λευκἕν, ἣ (Γναι ἕνλον ον λ(νκόν και ίΐναι (νλον λευκόν’ ωστ% εἰ μὴ ῆ κατἀγασιΓ, ὴ άπὁόςιου υπάρξει. τῷ δἐ ι Β τἀ Γ ου* <ur ό πὸρ oAcof μη (νλον, οὐδὲ (νλον ιστοί ον λευκόν, α νά πάλιν τοίνυν, ω τό Α, τό Α παντί. η γάρ το Γ η το Α· επεί 3* ονχ οΐόν τ€ άμα είναι μη λευκόν και λευκόν, τό Α ύπόρ(ει. κατά γάρ τον οντος λίνκον άληθες ειπεΐν ότι ονκ εστιν οό λευκόν. κατά Bi τον Α ού παντός τό Α* ίο κατά γάρ τον όλως μὴ οντος (νλον ονκ άληθϊς τό Α ειπεΐν, ως εστι (νλον* λ^νκόν’ ώστε τό Α άληθες, τό δ* Α ονκ άληθε'ς, ότι (νλον λευκόν. Βηλον δ* ὅτι και τό Α Γ ουδο ί τῷ αντω καί τό Β και τἀ Δ ενΒε'χεται τινι τῷ αντψ νπάρ(αι.
14 'Ομοίως δ* όχουσι καί αι στερπησεις ττ ρος τὺς κατηγορίας ταυτη τη θεσει. Ισον εφ* οό τό Α, ονκ Ισον εφ* οδ τό Β, (χνκτον εφ* ον Γ, ονκ άνισον ἐφ* οό Α.
Και ἐπ! πολλών Bi, ων τοΐς μὲν υπάρχει τοΐς δ* οὐχ υπάρχει ταίττό, η μιν άπόφασις ομοίως άληθευ-κ οιτ αν, ότι ονκ εστι Λευκά πάντα η ότι ονκ €στι λίνκον εκαστον’ ότι Β* εστιν ον λίνκον έκαστον η πάντα ίστιν ον λίυκά φίΰΒος. ομοίως δἐ και του €<ττι πάν ζώον λευκόν ον τό Ιστιν ον λευκόν αντχν ζώον άπόφασις (άμφω γάρ φευΒεΐς), <χλλἀ τό ούκ 1
1 ου post ζνλον add. Α : Ι* supra Lin cam Β*: del. C.
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Then either A or Β will apply to everything, but they can never both apply to the same subject; and either C or D will apply to everything, but they can never both apply to the same subject. Also Β must apply to everything to which C applies. For if it is true to say ‘ it is not-white,’ it is also true to say * it is not white *; since it is impossible that a thing should at the same time be white and not-white, or that wood should be not-white and white ; so that if the affirmation does not apply, the negation will. But C does not always apply to Β ; for that which is not wood at all cannot be white wood either. Conversely then D will apply to everything to which A applies ; for either C or D must apply ; and since it is not possible to be at the same time not-white and white, D will apply ; for it is true to state of that which is white that it is not not-white. But A cannot be stated of all D ; for it is not true to state of that which is not wood at all that it is A, i.e., that it is white wood. Hence D is true, but A, that it is white wood, is not true. It is clear that the combination AC too can never apply to the same subject, whereas both Β and D may sometimes apply to the same subject.
The relation of privative to positive terms in this system is similar. A stands for equal, Β for not equal, C for unequal, D for not unequal.
Also in the case of plural subjects to some members of which the same attribute applies while to others it does not apply, the negation can be predicated with equal truth : that not all things are white, or that not everything is white ; but that everything is not-white or that all things are not-white is false. Similarly the negation of ‘ every animal is white * is not * every animal is not-white * (for both statements are
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€tττι 7τον ζώον Λευκόν, imι δἐ δῆλον ότι tTcpov η σημαίνει τό ἱστιν ού λευκόν καὶ ου* έστι Λευκόν, και τἀ μιν κατάφασις το δ* άττάόςκηε, φανερόν ῶς οὐτ ό αντός τρόπος τον htiKinjvai ίκάτ(ρον, οϊον ότι ο ἀν ἡ ξῷον οὐτ ῖστι λευκόν ἡ €ν8όχ€ται μη (ΐναι λευκὸν και ότι άληθίς είπαν μἡ Λευκόν* τοντο γάρ »ο ἐστιν ttvai /xtj Λευκόν. άλλα τό μιν άληθίς (ίπ€Ϊν (στι λευκόν tιτε μὴ λ«ν*άν 6 αυτός τρόπος* κατασκευαστικών ytlp άμφω hia του πρώτου όιίκνυται σχήματος· τἀ yap αληθίς τῷ ΐστιν ομοίως τάτ-τεται· του νὸν άληθίς tindv λιυκόν ου το άληθϊς «ΐπεΐν μἡ λευκόν άττόψασι?, αλλά τό μἡ άληθίς si €ΐπ*1ν λευκόν, €ΐ όη tcrrcu άληθίς 4ιπ<Ζν 6 αν ὖ άιΌρατπος μουσικόν tlixii η μἣ μουσικόν ιΐναι, ο αν ὐ ζο»ον λητττόον η είναι μουσικόν ῆ (Γναι μὴ μουσικόν, και δῶεικται. τό δἐ μἡ «Γναι μουσικόν ο αν ἡ άνθρωπος άνασκιυαστικώς δ<ίκνυται κατά τούς ιιρτημόχους τρόπους τρ<ϊς.
* Απλώς δ' όταν οῦτακ ἱχῃ τό Α και τἀ Β ὧσθ* ♦ο ὰρα μο· τώ αι/τώ μἡ ίΐ-όόχισΰαι παντί δἐ ἐ£ amyls »A07? θάπρον, και πάλιν τό Γ και τἀ Δ ωσαύτως, Ιπηται 5ἐ τω Γ τό Α καὶ μή άντιστρίφη, καί τω Β τό Δ άκολον&ησ€ι καί ονκ άντιστρόφίΐ' *αὶ τό μιν Α και τό Δ ῖνδἐχεται τῷ αντῷ, τό δἐ Β καὶ Γ ούκ ἐνδεχεται.
6 \\ρώτον μῖν οὑν ότι τῷ Β τό Λ cncrcu* ῖνῦίκδε φαν(ρόν €π€ΐ γάρ παντί των ΓΔ θάτ€ρον όζ ανάγκης, ω δἐ τό Β ούκ ἐπἐχεται τό Ρ διά τό
1 «στα* Jenkiason: «στιτ oodd.
• τ6 Δ €irtr<u ABC: tvrrax τό Δ c. Bekker.
■ i.t. the uses of the two expressions are parallel. 400
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false) but ‘ not every animal is white.’ And since it is clear that ‘ it is not-white ’ and ‘ it is not white * differ in meaning, and that one is an affirmation and the other a negation, it is evident that the method of proof is not the same in both cases : viz. to prove the statement that whatever is an animal is not white, or may not be white, and the statement that it is true to say that it is not-white ; for this is what ‘ to be not-white * means. But the same method of proof applies to the statements that it is true to say that it is white, and that it is true to say that it is not-white ; for both are proved constructively by means of the first figure, since ‘ it is true ’ ranks with ‘it is ’ a ; for the negation of ‘ it is true to call it white ' is not ‘ it is true to call it not-white ’ but ‘ it is not true to call it white.’ If, then, it is to be true to say that whatever is a man is either cultured or not cultured, assume that whatever is an animal is either cultured or not cultured, and the proof is accomplished. ‘ That whatever is a man is not cultured ’ is proved destructively by the three moods already described.6
In general when A and Β are so related that they cannot apply at the same time to the same subject, yet one or other of them necessarily applies to everything ; and when C and D are similarly related, and A is a consequent of C, and the relation is not reversible : then D will be a consequent of B, and this relation will not be reversible. Also A and D may apply to the same subject, but Β and C cannot.
(1) That Β is a consequent of D is evident from the following proof. Since one or other of the terms C and D necessarily applies to everything, and C cannot apply to that to which Β applies, because C implies
6 Celarent, Cesare and Camestres.
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συν€πιφόραν τό Α, τό Bi Α καί Β μἡ ἐνδἐγεσῦαι τω αντω, φαιδρόν οτι τό Δ άκολουθησ€ι. πάλιν ἐνει τῷ Α τἀ Γ ούκ άντιστρόφα, παντι 8ἐ τὸ Γ ίο η το Δ, ἐνδεχεται τἀ Α καί το Δ τῷ αὐτῷ υπάρχωιν· τἀ γε Β καί το Γ ούκ Μάχεται Βία τἀ σνναπο-λονθΰν τω Γ τό Α· συμβαίνει γάρ τι ὐδὑνατον. φαν* ρο ν ονν οτι ονΒϊ τω Δ τό Β άντιστρ<φ€ΐ, ἐπείπερ *γχωρ<1 άμα τ6 Δ *αὶ τἀ Α ύπάρχςιν.
Συμβαίνει δ* iviort και ἐν τῇ τοιαύτη τάξει τῶν 15 ορών άπατάσθαι Βιά τό μη τα άντικ€ΐμ€να λαμβάνει ν όρθώς ων ανάγκη παντι θάτίρον νπάρχ*ιν, οϊον €ι τό Α *αι τἀ Β μἡ ίν&ἐγεται άμα τῷ αὐτῷ, ανάγκη Β* νπάρχαν, ω μη θάτίρον, θάτ€povm καλ πάλιν τό Γ και τό Δ ώσαυτω?, α» δἐ τὸ Ρ, τταντι tncrai τό Α. συμβήσ€ται γαρ ψ τὸ Δ τό Β to νπάρχαν (ζ ανάγκης, όπερ ἐστι φίύΒος. €ιληφθω γαρ άπόφασις των ΑΒ ἡ ἐτ’ ώ Ζ, καὶ πάλιν τῶν ΓΔ η Ιφ' ω Θ. ανάγκη Βη παντι η τό Α ἣ τὸ Ζ, ῆ γαρ την φάσιν η την άπόφασιν καί πάλιν η τό Γ ἣ τἀ Θ, φάσις γαρ καί άπόφασις* καί ω τό Γ » παντι τό Α ύπόκ€ιται* ωστ€ ω τό Ζ, παντι τό θ. πάλιν ἐπει τών ΖΒ παντι Θάτίρον και των ΘΔ ωσαύτως, άκολουθ€Ϊ Bi τῷ Ζ το Θ, και τῷ Δ ακολούθησα τό Β- τούτο γαρ ίσμ*ν. et άμα τῷ Γ τό Α, και τω Δ τό Β. τοῦτο Bi φεΰΒος- άνά· πάλιν γαρ ήν iv τοΐς ούτως Ιχουσιν η άκολονθησις. so ον γαρ Ισως ανάγκη παντι τό Α η τό Ζ, ουδἐ τἀ 402
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A, and A and Β cannot both apply to the same subject, it is evident that D will be a consequent of B. (2) Since the relation of C to A is not reversible, and either C or D applies to everything, A and D may apply to the same subject. Β and C, however, cannot, because since A is implied by C, this gives us an impossible result. Thus it is evident that the relation of Β to D is also irreversible, since it is possible for D and A to apply at the same time.
It happens sometimes in this arrangement of terms also that we are misled because we do not rightly select the opposites one or the other of which must apply to everything, e.g., as follows. ‘ A and Β cannot apply at the same time to the same subject ; but where one does not apply, the other must. Again, C and D are similarly related ; and wherever C applies, A is implied ; then it will follow that where D applies Β necessarily applies * (which is false).
‘ Let F be taken as the negation of A and B, and G as that of C and D. Then either A or F must apply to everything, since either the assertion or the negation must so apply. Again, so must either C or G, since they are assertion and negation. Also A applies ex hypothesiwhere C applies. Hence G applies to everything to which F applies. Again, since one or other of the terms F and Β applies to everything, and similarly with G and D, and since G is a consequent of F, Β will also be a consequent of D ; for we know this.0 Then if A is a consequent of C, so also is Β of
D.’ But this is false ; for we saw that in terms so constituted the reverse consequential relation obtains. The explanation is that it is presumably not necessary that either A or F should apply to everything, nor
e Cf. 52 b 4-13.
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12 fc
Ζ τ) τἀ Β* ου γάρ ἐστιν άπόφασις του Α τἀ Ζ. τοθ γἀρ αγαθόν το ούκ αγαθόν άπόφασις· ου ταὺτὸ δ* ίστι τό οὐτ αγαθόν τω otrr* ἐγαίῶν οὕτ' οἐκ αγαθόν, ομοίως δε καί ἐττ ι των ΓΔ* αἰ γὰρ άττο-φ<ίσ€ΐς αι €ΐλημμ*ναι δυο (ίσίν.
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that either F or Β should do so ; for F is not the negation of A. The negation of the good is the not-good ; and the not-good is not identical with the neither good nor not-good. The same is true of C and D. In both cases two negations have been assumed for one term.
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52 t js I. * *Kv πόοοις μιν ouv σχημασι καί δια ποιων και πόσων προτάσεων και πόη καί πώς γίγνεται ♦ο συλλογισμός, «τι δ* €ις ποια βλιπτίον ανασκευαζοντι Μ α καί κατασκίνάζοιτι, καί πώς δεῖ ζητιΐν περί τον προκαμίνου καθ' όποιανονν μίθοόον, cn δὲ δια ποιας όΒοΰ ληφόμιθα τάς περί ίκάστον αρχάς, ἡδη Βΐίληλυθαμ^ν.
Έττει δ* οι μίν καθόλου τών συλλογισμών €ΐσιν ι οι Bi κατά μίμος, οι μίν καθόλου πά»ττ(ς αει πλείω συλλογίζονται, τών δ* ίν μίρ<ι οι μιν κατηγορικοι πλ(ίω, οι δ’ αποφατικοί το σνμπίρασμα μόνον. αι μιν γαρ άλλοι προτάσεις άντιστρίφουσιν, η Bi στερητική ούκ άντιστρίφ<ι· τό Bi σνμπίρασμα τί κατά τιι·ος ἐστιν ώσθ* οι μεν άλλοι συλλογισμοί ίο πλείω συλλογίζονται, οιον tl τό Α BiBtucrai παντί τω Β η τινι, καί τό Β τινι τω Α αναγκαίο ν νπάρ-χ€ΐν καί €ΐ μηΒενί τω Β τό Α, ovBi τό Β ουδοἀ τω Α (τούτο δ' ίτ€ρον του Έμπροσθεν)· ει δἐ τινι μη υπάρχω ι, ούκ ανάγκη καί τό Β τινι τω Α μη νπάρ-χαν ἐνδεχεται γαρ παντί ύπάρχ€ιν.
* i.e. premisses. Cf. 43 b 36.
* Because the relation of subject and predicate is reversed.
• Cf. 25 a 24.
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I.	We have now explained in how many figures a syllogism is effected ; also the nature and number of the premisses by which it is effected, and the circumstances and conditions by which it is governed. Further, we have explained what kind of attributes should be considered when one is refuting and when one is establishing a proposition, and how to set about the appointed task in every given method of approach ; and further by what means we are to arrive at the starting-points a proper to each case.
Now some syllogisms being universal and some particular, those which are universal always give more than one inference ; but whereas those particular syllogisms which are affirmative give more than one inference, those which are negative give only the conclusion. For all other premisses are convertible, but the particular negative premiss is not; and the conclusion consists of an attribute predicated of a subject. Thus all other syllogisms give more than one result: e.g., if A has been proved to apply to all or some of Β, Β must also apply to some A ; and if it has been proved that A applies to no B, then Β applies to no A. This is a different conclusion from the former.6 But if A does not apply to some B, it does not follow that Β also does not apply to some A ; for it may apply to all/
Book II. Properties
OF SYLLOGISM AND
Kindred Arguments. Summary of Book I. chs. i.-xxvi., chs. xxvii.· xxxi.
Syllogisms which yield more than one conclusion.
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is Αυτή μιν ούν κοινή πάντων αιτία, των τε καθόλου και των κατά μίμος· έστι δἐ πενὶ τῶν καθόλου και άλλως €ΐπ€ΐν. όσα γάρ η υπό το μέσοι* η υπό τό συμπέρασμά ἐστιν, απάντων έσται ό αυτός συλλογισμός, έάν τα μιν έν τῷ μέσφ τα 3* έν τω λ συμπέρασμα τι τιθγρ οίον €ΐ τό Λ Β συμπέρασμα διά του Γ, όσα υπό τό Β ἡ τἀ Γ ἱστὸς άνάγκη κατά πάντων λέγ€σθαι τό Α* €ΐ γάρ τό Δ έν ολφ τω Β τό hi Β έν τω Α, καί τό Δ έσται έν τῷ Α. πάλιν (ί τό E ἐν όλω τω Γ τό hi Γ έν τω Α, καὶ τό E έν τω Α έσται. ομοίως Bi και €ι στ(ρητικός ό *5 συλλογισμός, έπι hi του 8εντόρου σχήματος τό υπό τό συμπέρασμα μόνον έσται συλλογίσασΰαι * οΐον ti τό Α τω Β μηόίνι τω hi Γ παντί, συμπέρασμα ότι ovhcvl τω Γ τὸ Β. €ι όη τἀ Δ υπό τό Γ ἐστι. φανερόν ότι ούχ ύπάρχ€ι αυτψ τό Β. τοΐς h* υπό so τό Α ότι ούχ υπάρχ€ι ου Βηλον Βία του συλλογισμού, καίτοι ούχ ιτπάρχα τω E, «ἰ ίστιν υπό τό Α* <χλλἀ τό μέν τω Γ μηδέν! ύπάρχciv τό Β δια τον συλλογισμού hihtiKTai, τό hi τῷ Α μὴ ύπάρχαν άναπόΒακτον €ΐληπται, ωστ* ου Βία τον συλλἐγι-σμόν συμβαίνει τό Β τῷ E μη ύπάρχαν. μ Έπι δἐ των έν μέρει των μέν υπό τό συμπέρασμα ου κ έσται τό άναγκαΐον (ου γάρ γίγννται συλλογισμός όταν αυτή ληφθη έν μέρ€ι), των δ* υπό τό μέσον έσται πάντων, πλην ου δια τόν συλλογισμόν, οΐον €ι τό Α παντι τω Β τό Bi Β τινι τῷ Γ· τοθ
• Sc. as middle term.
k Waits points out ad loc. that in Ounestres nothing can be inferred about subordinates to the middle term.
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This reason, then, is common to all syllogisms, both universal and particular ; but with respect to universal syllogisms it is also possible to give a different explanation. The same syllogism will hold good of all terms which are subordinate to the middle term or the conclusion, if these terms are placed respectively in the middle and in the conclusion. E.g., if ΛΒ is a conclusion reached by means of C,a A must be stated of all terms which are subordinate to Β or C. For if D is wholly contained in B, and Β in A, D will also be contained in A. Again, if E is wholly contained in C, and C in A, E will also be contained in A. Similarly too if the syllogism is negative. In the second figure, however, the inference will only hold good of that which is subordinate to the conclusion. E.g., if A applies to no Β but to all C, the conclusion is that Β applies to no C. Then if D is subordinate to C, it is evident that Β does not apply to D. That it does not apply to terms subordinate to A is not shown by the syllogism, although Β does not apply to E if E is subordinate to A. But whereas it has been proved by the syllogism that Β applies to no C, that Β does not apply to A has been assumed without proof; so that it does not follow by the syllogism that Β does not apply to E.b
As for particular syllogisms, there will be no necessary inference concerning the terms subordinate to the conclusion (since no syllogism results when this premiss c is taken as particular), but there will be one which holds good of all terms subordinate to the middle, only it will not be reached by the syllogism : e.g., if we assume that A applies to all B, and Β to *
* The conclusion of the original syllogism, which now becomes the major.
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μεν γάρ υπό τό Γ τ(θέντος ούκ έσται συλλογισμός, 40 του δ* * υπό τό Β έσται, άλλ* ου διἀ τον προγεγενη-μένον. ομοίως δ( κάπι των άλλων σχημάτων τον Μ fc μιν γάρ Οπό τό συμπέρασμα ούκ Ιστοί, θατέρου δ* (στα ι, πλήν ου δι α τον συλλογισμόν, ἡ καί ἐν τοῖς καθόλου έζ άναπο8(ίκτου της προτάσαυς τα υπό το μέσοι· έόίίκνυτο- ωστ η ούδ* έκ(ΐ έσται η καί έπι τούτων.
II.	"Κστι μιν ουν ούτως έχ(ΐν ωστ* άληθ(ίς (ΐναι ι τάς προτάσας δι* ων ο συλλογισμός, «ττι δ* ώστ€ φ(υδ(ΐς, έστι δ* ώστ( την μέν αληθή τὴν δέ φ(υδη· τό συμπέρασμα ή άληθ(ς ή φ(ύδος (ζ ανάγκης. έζ αληθών μέν οδν ούκ έστι φ(ϋδος συλλογίσασθαι, έκ φ(υδών δ% έστιν αληθές, πλήν ου διότι άλλ* ότι· ίο τοι» γάρ διότι ούκ έστιν έκ φ(υδών συλλογισμός* δι* 7;ν 5* αιτίαν έν τοΐς έπομένοις λ(χθήσ(ται.
Ιΐρίυτον μιν ούν ότι έζ αληθών ούχ οΐόν τε φιύδος συλλογίσασθαι έντ(ύθ(ν δηλον. (ϊ γάρ του Α οντος ανάγκη τό Β (ΐναι, του Β μή οντος άνάγκη τό Α μή (ϊναι. (ι ουν αληθές έστι τό Α, άνάγκη τό Β υ άληθ(ς (ΐναι, ή συμβήσ(ται τό αυτό άμα (ΐναι τε καί ούκ (ΐναι· τούτο δ* αδύνατον, μή ότι δέ κ(ΐτοι τό Α (ΐς όρος νποληφθήτω ένδέχ(σθαι ένός τινος οντος έζ ανάγκης τι συμβαίνιιν ου γάρ οΐόν τε* τό μέν γάρ συμβαΐχον έζ ανάγκης τό συμπέρασμα
• Except Baroco, Bocardo and Disamis (Waits on 53 a Si).
* 57 λ 40-b 17.
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some C ; for there will be no inference concerning that which is subordinate to C, but there will be one with regard to that which is subordinate to Β ; not, however, by the syllogism already effected. Similarly too with the other figures.0 There will be no inference concerning that which is subordinate to the conclusion, but there will be one concerning the other subordinate, only not by the syllogism ; just as in the universal syllogisms the terms subordinate to the middle are proved, as we have seen, from a premiss which is undemonstrated. Thus either the principle will not apply in the former case, or it will apply here too.
II.	It is possible for the premisses by which the syllogism is effected to be both true, or both false, or one true and the other false. The conclusion, however, is true or false of necessity. Now it is impossible to draw a false conclusion from true premisses, but it is possible to draw a true conclusion from false premisses ; only the conclusion will be true not as regards the reason but as regards the fact. It is not possible to infer the reason from false premisses ; why this is so will be explained later.6
Firstly, then, that it is not possible to draw a false conclusion from true premisses will be clear from the following argument. If, when A is, Β must be, then if Β is not, A cannot be. Therefore if A is true, Β must be true : otherwise it will follow that the same thing at once is and is not, which is impossible. (It must not be supposed that, because A has been posited as a single term, it is possible for any necessary inference to be drawn from any one assumption, for this is impossible. The necessary inference is the conclusion, and the fewest means by which this can
411
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ἐστι, δι* ὧν δἐ τούτο γίγν(ται έλαχίστων τρ€Ϊς όροι » δυο δἐ διαστήματα και προτάσας. €ὶ οὲν αληθές ω το Β νπάρχ€ ι το Α παυτι ῴ τἀ Γ τό Β, ω τό Γ ανάγκη το Α ύπάρχ€ιν, καί οόχ οίόν τε τοντο ψευδός* εΓι·αι* άμα γάρ υπάρξει τούτο και ονχ ύττάρζ€ι. τό ουν Λ ακητίρ (ν κίΐται, 8ύο προτασίΐς α συλληφθίΐσαι. ομοίως κόι έπι των στερητικών εχει- ου γάρ εστιν €*£ αληθών 8ti£ai φςύΒος.
Έ* φ(υ8ών δ* αληθές έστι σνλλογίσασθαι και άμφοτίρων των προτάσεων φευδῶν ουσών και τῆ? μιας, τούτης 8* ούχ οποτέρας ϊτυχιν άλλα τῆς Βιυτέρας,1 έάνπ*ρ όλην λαμβάιηη φινόή* μὺ ὁλη? Οὲ •ο λαμβανομένης ϊστιν όποτ*ρασοΰν.
* Κατο» γάρ τό Α όλα; τώ Γ ὐτὰρχον τῶν 5ὲ Β μη8(νί, μη8* το Β τῷ Γ* €ΐ·8έχ€τοι 8έ τούτο, οϊον λίθω ούδεί'ί ζωον, ού8έ ΑΛῶς ουδενί άνθρωπαι* ἐὲν ουν ληφθη τό Α παντι τῷ 13 *αι τό Β παντι τω Γ, τό Α ττανπι τῷ Γ ύπάρξςι, ώστ* έζ ομφοίν φ€ν8ων «ι αληθές τό συμπέρασμα (πάς γαρ άνθρωπος ζωον). ωσαύτως Bi και τό στερητικόν εστι γορ τω Γ μήτε τό Α ύπάρχίΐν μη8(νι μητ€ τό Β, τό μέντοι Α τω Β π α ι π ί, ofον ἐάν τω ν αι/τών όρων λη<φθέντων μέσον τίθη ό αι·θρωπος* λίὑμ yap οίτε ζῷον οὐτε αι·θρωπος ov8(vl υπάρχω ι, άνθρώπω δέ τταντὶ ζῷον. «ο ῶστ* ἐὸν α» μῖν ύπάρχ*ι λάβτ}	νπάρχ€ιν, ω
δέ μἡ ύπάρχα παντι ίτπάρχ*ιν, έκ φίυΒών ομφοίν *** αληθές έσται τό συμπέρασμα. ομοίως δἐ δειχ-θησεται και έάν έπί τι φίυδης έκατέρα ληφθη.
1 άλλα ό«υτ/ρβς om. Bu, Jenkinsoa.
• ί.ε. contrary to the true premiss. C/. 54 a 4.
412
PRIOR ANALYTICS, II. π
be effected are three terms and two connecting relations or premisses.) If, then, it is true that A applies to everything to which Β does, and that Β applies where C does, A must apply where C does, and this cannot be false; otherwise the same attribute will at once apply and not apply. Thus although A is posited as a single tenn, it represents the conjunction of two premisses. Similarly too with negative syllogisms : it is impossible to prove a false conclusion from true premisses.
It is possible to draw a true conclusion from false premisses not only when both premisses are false but also when only one is false,—not either one indifferently, but the second, that is if it is wholly false a in the form in which it is assumed ; otherwise the falsity may belong to either premiss.
Let A apply to the whole of C, but to no Β ; and let Β apply to no C. This is possible : e.g., ‘ animal ’ applies to no ‘ stone * and ‘ stone * applies to no * man.’ If, then, it is assumed that A applies to all Β and Β to all C, A will apply to all C. Thus the conclusion from premisses which are both false is true ; for every man is an animal. Similarly too with the negative syllogism. For it is possible for both A and Β to apply to no C, and yet for A to apply to all Β ; e.g., if the same terms as before are taken, with * man * as the middle term ; for neither ‘ animal ’ nor ‘ man * applies to any stone, but ‘ animal * applies to every man. Thus if it is assumed that that which applies to all applies to none, and that which does not apply applies to all, although both premisses are false, the conclusion drawn from them will be true. A similar proof will also obtain if both premisses assumed are partly false.
How true conclusions can be drawn from false premisses.
First figure (1) Universal syllogisms, (i.) Both premisses false.
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Έαν δ’ ἡ έτέρα τεθη φευδής, τῆς μὲν πρώτης όλης φενδονς ούσης, οἷον τῆ? ΑΒ, οὐ* έσται τἀ συμπέρασμα αληθές, τῆς δἐ Β Γ έσται. λέγω δ* ι ὐτὴν φευδη τὴν έναντίαν, οΐον εἰ μηδενί ύπαρχον παντί είληττται η ει παντί μηδέν! ύπαρχον, έστω γάρ τό Α τώ Β μηδενί ύπαρχον, τἀ 8ἐ Β τῷ Γ παχτί. αν δη τὴν μῖν Β Γ πρότασιν λάβω αληθή την δέ τό ΛΒ φευδη ολην, καί παντί ύπαρχον τω Β τό Α, ἀδὑπιτον τό συμπέρασμα αληθές είναι· ίο οόδο·ι ναρ υπήρχε των Γ, εΓπερ ω τό Β, μηδενί τό Α, τό Οἐ Β παιτί τω Γ. ομοίως δ* ού3 εἰ τἀ Α τῷ Β παντί ύπαρχο καλ το Β τω Γ παντἰ, έλήφθη 5* ὴ μιν το Β Γ άληθης πρότασις ἡ δὲ τό ΑΒ φευδής όλη, καί μ·ηδενι ω το Β τό Α, τἀ συμπέρασμα φενδος έσται· παντί γαρ ύπάρζίι τῷ Γ τἀ Α, ϊ* είτrep φ τό Β, παιπι τό Α, τό δἐ Β παντί τῷ Γ. φανερόν ούν οτι της πρώτης όλης λαμβανομένης φευδοΰς, έάν τε καταφατικής έάν τε στερητικής, της 8* έτέρας αληθούς, ον γίγνεται αληθές τό συμπέρασμα, μη όλης δέ λαμβανομένης φευδοΰς *° έσται. ει γάρ τό Α τω μέν Γ παντί υπάρχει τω δέ Β τινι, τό δέ Β παντί τω Γ, οΐον ζωον κυκνω μέν τταντι λευκω δέ τινι, τό δέ λευκόν παντί κυκνω, έάν ληφθη τό Α παντί τω Β καί τό Β παντί τω Γ, τὸ Α παντί τω Γ υπάρξει αληθώς· πας γαρ κύκνος ζωον. ομοίως δέ καί ει στερητικόν είη τό ΑΒ* 12 έγχωρεϊ γαρ τό Α τω μέν Β τινι ύπάρχειν τῷ δέ Γ μηόενί, τό δέ Β παντί τῷ Γ, οίον ζωον τινι λευκω χιόνι δ* ούδεμια, λευκόν δέ πάση χιόνι, ει ούν ληφθείη τό μέν Α μηδενί τω Β τό &έ Β παντί τω Γ, τό Α ούδενί τω Γ ύπάρξει. έάν δ* η μῖν ΑΒ πρό·
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If, however, only one of the premisses posited is (ii·) 9ne false, when the first, e.g., AB, is wholly false, the faTs™’88 conclusion will not be true ; but when BC is wholly false, the conclusion can be true. I mean by ‘ wholly false * the contrary statement, i.e., if that which applies to none is assumed to apply to all, or vice versa.
For let A apply to no B, and Β to all C. Then if the Major premiss BC which I assume is true, and the premiss ϊΠοβ, minor AB is wholly false, i.e., A applies to all B, the con- true· elusion cannot be true ; for ex hypothesi A applies to no C, if A applies to nothing to which Β applies, and Β applies to all C. Similarly too if A applies to all Β and Β to all C, and the premiss BC which has been assumed is true, but the premiss AB is assumed in a form which is wholly false (viz., that A applies to nothing to which Β applies) : the conclusion will be false ; for A will apply to all C if A applies to everything to which Β applies, and Β applies to all C.
Thus it is evident that when the first premiss assumed,
whether affirmative or negative, is wholly false, and
the other premiss is true, the conclusion which follows
is not true ; but it will be true if the premiss assumed Major partly
is not wholly false. For if A applies to all C and to J^e.’ mm0r
some B, and Β applies to all C, as e.g. 1 animal *
applies to every swan and to some * white,’ and
* white * applies to every swan ; and if it is assumed
that A applies to all Β and Β to all C, A will apply to
all C, which is true ; for every swan is an animal.
Similarly too supposing that AB is negative ; for it is possible for A to apply to some Β but to no C, and for Β to apply to all C : as, e.g., * animal ’ applies to some ‘ white ’ but to no snow, but white applies to all snow. Supposing then that A is assumed to apply to no B, and Β to all C, A will apply to no C.
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τάσι? όλη ληφθή αληθής ή 8ε Β Γ όλη φεν8ής, ἴστα» eo συλλογισμός αληθής· ovSiv γάρ κωλυει τἀ Α τω Β και τῷ Γ παιτι υπάρχειν, το μέντοι Β μη8ενι τῷ Γ, οΓον όσα του αι/του γένους είόη μή υπ’ άλληλα· το γάρ ζωον και ΐππω και άι-θρωπω ιτπάρχει, Ιππος δ* ούδενι αι·θρωπω. εάν ουν ληφθή το Α παντι τω ϋ 13 και τό Β παυτι τῷ Γ, αληθές έσται το συμπαρα· σ μα φευ8οΰς όλης ουσης της Β Γ προτάσεως.
*Ομοίως δἐ και στιρηπκης ουσης της ΑΒ προ· τάσ€ως. οδεύεται γάρ το Α μήτε τω Β μήτε τω Γ μη8ενι υπάρχειν, μη8ε το 13 μη8ενι τῷ Γ, οἷον τοι? εξ άλλου γέιους ίΓόεσι το γέιος- το γάρ ζῷον 64 b ούτε μουσική ουτ ιατρική υπάρχω ι, οίδ* ή μουσική ιατρική, ληφθέντος ουν του μιν Α μηδέν! τω Β του δε Β παιτι τω Γ, άληθίς εσται τά συμπέρασμα.
Και ει μη όλη φ* υδής ὑ Β Γ άλλ’ επί τι, καί ούτως έστοι το συμπέρασμα αληθές, ουδίν γάρ κωλύει b το Α και τῷ Β και τῷ Γ όλω ιτπάρχε ι ν, το μέντοι Β τινι τω Γ, οΐον το γένος τω είδει και τή διατφορφ' το γάρ ζωον παιτι άνθρωπιρ και παντι πεζω, ο 8 άνθρωπος τινι πεζω και ου παντι. ει ουν το Α παντι τω Β και το Β παντι τω Γ ληφθείη, τά Α παιτι τω Γ νπάρξει* όπ€ρ ήν αληθές. ίο *Ομοίως δε καί στερητικής ουσης της ΑΒ προ· τάσεως. ει·δεχεται γάρ το Α μήτε τω Β μήτε τω Γ μηδενι υπάρχειν, το μέντοι Β τινι τω Γ, οΐον τό γένος τω εξ άλλου γένους εΐδει καί διαφορές· το γάρ ζωον ούτε φρονήσει ονάεμιή ύπαρχει ούτε 416
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But if the premiss AB which is assumed is wholly Major true, true, and BC is wholly false, we shall have a true conclusion. For there is no reason why A should false, not apply to all Β and all C, while Β applies to no C ; as is the case with all species of a genus which are not subordinate one to another ; for ‘ animal ’ applies to both horse and man, but ‘ horse * applies to no man. Thus if A is assumed to apply to all B, and Β to all C, the conclusion will be true, although the premiss BC is wholly false.
Similarly too when the premiss AB is negative.
For it is possible that A should apply to no Β and to genus does not apply to the species of another genus, no C, and that Β should apply to no C ; as, e.g., a For ‘ animal * applies neither to music nor to medicine, nor does music apply to medicine. If, then, it is assumed that A applies to no Β but Β applies to all C, the conclusion will be true.
Also if the premiss BC is not wholly but only Major true, partly false, the conclusion will again be true. For J£Jg°rpartly there is no reason why A should not apply to the whole of both Β and C, while Β applies to some C ; as, e.g., the genus applies both to the species and to the differentia ; for ‘ animal * applies to every man and to everything that walks on land, while ‘ man * applies to some things which walk on land, but not to all. Supposing, then, that A is assumed to apply to all B, and Β to all C, A will apply to all C ; which, as we have seen, is true.
Similarly too if the premiss AB is negative. For it- is possible for A to apply to no Β and to no C, and yet for Β to apply to some C ; as, e.g., the genus does not apply to the species and differentia of another genus ; for ‘ animal * applies neither to ‘ thought *
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θιωρητικη, ή δε φρόιησις τινι Ofwprjrucjj. it ουν ,5 ληφθίίη τό /χἐν Α μηόένι τω Β τό 8* Β παντι τῷ Γ, οι3δ<νί τω Γ τό Λ ύπάρξο' τοῦτο δ* ἡν αληθές. ^ ’Em 8ἐ τών ἐν μ/μει συλλογισμών Μίχίται και της πρώτης προτάαέως όλης οΰσης φίυ8ονς της δ Ιτίρας αληθούς αληθές είναι το συμπέρασμα, και to «ττι τι φ€υ8ούς οΰσης της ποωτης της 8* Ιτίρας αληθούς,* και τῆς μῖν αληθούς της 8* ἐν μῆκι ψέυ&ούς, και άμφοτίρων φέυόών. οοδὲν γἀμ κιο-λάει τό Α τω μιν Β μηόένι ύπαρχον τῷ 5ἐ Γ τινι, και το Β τψ Γ τινι, οΐον ζωον ονόέμιφ χιόνι λέυκώ δἐ τινι ύπαρχο, και ή χιών λέυκψ τινι. it o«V* ts μέσον τίθοη ή χιών πρώτον 3ἐ τἀ ζώον, και ληφθέίη το μιν Α όλα» τῷ Β ύπαρχον τό 0€ Β τινι τω Γ, η μιν ΛΒ όλη φέν8ης, η δἐ ΒΓ αληθής, και το συμπέρασμα αληθίς. ομοίως δἐ και σηρητικης οΰσης της Λ Β προτάσέως· ίγχωρέΐ γαρ τό Α τω μῖν Β όλω ύπαρχον τω 8i Γ τινι μη ύπαρχον, τό » μότοι Β τινι τω Γ ύπαρχον, οϊον τό ζωον άνθρωπψ μο· παιπι ύπαρχο λέυκώ 8i τινι ούχ ίπεται, 6 5’ άνθρωπος ται λιυκω ύπαρχο- ώστ ο μίσου τέθοτος τού άιθρωπου ληφθοη τό Α μη8ίνι τῷ Β ύπαρχον τό 5ἐ Β ται τω Γ ύπαρχον, άληθίς ΐσται 80 τό συμπέρασμα φέυόούς ονσης όλης της ΑΒ προ· τάσέως.
Καί έί ἐ π ί τι φέυόης ἡ ΑΒ πρότασις, ίσται τό συμπέ’ρασμα αληθές· ούόίν γαρ κωλνο τό Α καί τω Β και τω Γ τινι ύπαρχον, και τό Β τω Γ τινι ύπαρχον, οϊον τό ζωον τινι καλώ και τινι μεγάλω, και τό καλόν τινι μέγάλω ύπαρχον, ἐάν ούν ληφθτ}
1 oAi^oC-jJ όλης αληθούς η Γ, Bekker.
* Οίν] ον crrorc prrli Bekker.
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nor to * speculative,’ whereas ‘ thought ’ applies to some of that which is speculative. Supposing, then, that A is assumed to apply to no B, and Β to all C,
A will apply to no C ; and this, as we have seen, is true.
In the case of particular syllogisms it is possible ticuiar'syi-for the conclusion to be true both (i.) when the first logisms. premiss is wholly false and the other is true; and (ii.) when the first premiss is partly false and the other is true ; and (iii.) when the former is true and the latter partly false ; and (iv.) when both are false.
For (i.) there is no reason why A should not apply to Major no Β but to some C, while Β applies to some C, as, minor e.g., ‘ animal ’ applies to no snow but to some * white,’true* and ‘snow ’applies to some ‘white.’ Supposing, then, that ‘ snow ’ is posited as the middle term, and ‘ animal ’ as the first, and it is assumed that A applies to the whole of Β and Β to some C, AB is wholly false, but BC is true, and the conclusion is true.
Similarly too when the premiss AB is negative. For it is possible for A to apply to the whole of Β and not to apply to some C, and yet for Β to apply to some C, as, e.g., ‘ animal * applies to every man, but is not a consequent of some ‘ white,’ and ‘ man * applies to some * white *; so that if ‘ man ’ is posited as the middle term, and it is assumed that A applies to no Β and Β applies to some C, the conclusion will be true although the premiss AB is wholly false.
(ii.) Also, if the premiss AB is partly false, the Major partly conclusion can be true. For there is no reason why min0 A should not apply both to some Β and to some C, while Β applies to some C ; as, e.g., ‘ animal ’ applies to some ‘ beautiful ’ and some ‘ large,’ and ‘ beautiful ’ applies to some * large.’ Thus if A is assumed
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Μ · τό Α παντί τῷ Β και το Β τινι τῷ Γ, ἡ μεν ΑΒ πρότασις ἐ π ί τι φευόης έσται, ή Si Β Γ αληθής, καί το συμπέρασμα αληθές. ομοίως Si καί στερητικής ονσης της Λ Β προτάσεως- οΐ γαρ αυτοί όροι έσοιπαι και ωσαύτως καμένοι πρός την ὁποθειἐπ.
* Πάλιν ο* ὑ μεν ΛΒ άληθί/ς ή Si ΒΓ ψ€^ής, άληθις έσται το συμπέρασμα. ουδἐν γαρ κωλύει το Α τῷ μιν Β όλω ύπάρχειν τω Si Γ τινι, καί το Β τω Γ μηόενί ύπαρχειν, οϊον ζωον κύκνψ μιν παν· τι μέλανι Oi τινι, κύκνος Oi ονόενί μέλανι* ὧατ* ει ληφθειη παντί τω Β τἀ Α καί το Β τινι τῷ Γ, άλη-ΐο θίς έσται το συμπέρασμα φενόούς οντος τον Β Γ.
'Ομοίως Si καί στερητικής λαμβανομένης της ΛΒ προτάσεως. έγχωρεϊ γαρ το Α τω μέν Β μη~ δενι τω Si Γ τιυι μη υπήρχαν, το μέντοι Β μη^ενί τω Γ, οϊον το γένος τω έξ άλλου γένους εϊ0ει και τω συμβεβηκότι τοΐς αύτοΰ εϊόεσι· το γαρ ζωον ϋ αριθμώ μίν οΰδενι υπάρχει λευκω Si τινι ου,1 ο δ* αριθμός ουδο'ί λευκω· έάν ουν μέσον τεθή 6 αριθμός, καί ληφθή τό μίν Α μηόενί τω Β τἀ Si Β τινι τω Γ, τό Λ τινι τω Γ ονχ υπήρξα, όπερ ήν αληθές* *αί ή piv ΑΒ πρότασις αληθής, ή δἐ ΒΓ φειώής, *° Και ει επί τι φευόής ή Λ Β φευθης Si καί ή ο Γ εσται τό συμπέρασμα αληθές. ovSiv γαρ κωλύει τό Α τω Β τινι και τω Γ τινι ύπαρχε ιν έκατέρω, τό Si Β μηδέν! τω Γ, οϊον ει ἐναντίον το Β τῷ Γ, αμφω Si σνμβεβηκότα τω αύτω γέικι* τό γαρ ζωον τινι λευκω καί τινι μέλανι υπάρχει, λευκόν δ* is ονόενί μέλανι. έαν ουν ληφθή τό Α παντί τω Β καί τό Β τινι τω Γ, αληθές έσται τό συμπέρασμα, καί στερητικής Si λαμβαιομέιης τής ΑΒ ωσαύτως· οι 1 τινι οΰ Philoponus (?), Jenkinson: rm codd.
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to apply to all Β and Β to some C, the premiss AB will be partly false, but BC will be true, and the conclusion will be true. Similarly too if the premiss AB is negative ; the terms will be the same and will be related in the same way for the purpose of the proof.
(iii.) Again, if AB is true and BC false, the eon- Major tone, elusion can be true. For there is no reason why A mmor a s0, should not apply to the whole of Β and to some C, while Β applies to no C ; as, e.g* animal ’ applies to every swan and to some ‘ black,’ and ‘ swan ’ applies to no ‘ black * ; so that supposing that A is assumed to apply to all Β and Β to some C, the conclusion will be true although BC is false.
Similarly too if the premiss AB is negative. For it is possible for A to apply to no Β and not to apply to some C, while Β applies to no C ; as,e.g., a genus does not apply to a species from another genus, and does not apply to some of an accident to its own species ; for ‘ animal * applies to no * number ’ and does not apply to some ‘ white,* and ‘ number * applies to no ‘ white.’ Thus if' number ’ is taken as the middle terai, and A is assumed to apply to no B, and Β to some C, A will not apply to some C ; which, as we have seen, is true. The premiss AB is true, and BC is false.
(iv.) The conclusion can also be true if AB is partly Both false and BC is also false. For there is no reason fa™s™sses why A should not apply to some of both Β and C, while Β applies to no C ; e.g., if Β is contrary to C, and both are accidents of the same genus ; for ‘ animal * applies to some ‘ white ’ and some ‘ black,’ but ‘ white ’ applies to no ‘ black.’ Thus if A is assumed to apply to all B, and Β to some C, the conclusion will be true. So too if the premiss AB is
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γάρ αυτοί οροί καί ωσαύτως πθήσονται προς την άπόΒ(ΐξιν.
Και άμφοτέρων Bi φ*ι>Βών ούσών ἔσται το *> συμπέρασμα αληθές· έγχωρ* Γ γάρ το Α τω μέν Β μηδενι τω 8ἐ Γ τινι νπαρχαν, το μέντοι Β μηΒίνΙ τω Γ, οΓον τό γένος τω έξ άλλου γέινυς εΐδει καὶ τω συμβίβηκότι τοῖς είδε σι τοῖς αυτόν' ζωον γάρ αριθμώ μέν ovStvi λ(νκώ Bi τινι υπάρχω ι, και ο αριθμός ονΒινί λ<υκώ. έάν ονν ληφθη το Α παντι 15 τω Β και το Β τινι τῷ Γ, τό μῖν συμπέρασμα αληθές, αι Bi προτάσεις άμφω όςυδεῖ?.
*	Ομοίως Bi καί σπρητικης ουσης της ΑΒ. ούΒέν γάρ κωλύίΐ το Α τῷ μιν Β δλω ύπάρχ€ιν τῷ δὲ Γ τινι μη ύπάρχ€ΐν, μηΒέ το Β μηδ(νί τω Γ, οΐον ζωον κνκνω μιν παντί μέλανι Bi τινι ούχ ύπάρχίΐ, κνκι·ος Β* ούδενι μέλανι· ακττ* €ι ληφθίίη το Α
Μ b μηΒα·ι τω Β το Bi Β τινι τω Γ, τἀ Α τινι τω Γ ούχ ύπάρχα. το μέν ούν συμπέρασμα αληθές, αι Bi προτάσ(ΐς φίνΒΰς.
III.	Έν Bi τω μέσω στῆματι πάντως έγχωρ€Ϊ Βιά φίνΒών αληθές συλλογισασθαι, και άμφοτέρων 5 των προτάσ(ων όλων φιυΒών λαμβαιομέιων [καί ἐ π ί τι έκατέρας],* καί της μέν αληθούς της Bi φίυΒοΰς ο όση ς όλης, όποτίρασούν ψ€υΒούς τι0ε-μ*νης, καί €ι άμφοτ€ραι έπί τι φιυΒ*ις, καλ «ἰ η μέν απλώς αληθής η Β' έπί τι φίυΒής, και <ί η μέν όλη φίυΒης η Β* έπί τι αληθής, καί έν τοίς καθόλου ίο καί έπί τών έν μέρ*ι συλλογισμών.
Εἰ γάρ το Α τω μέν Β μηΒ€νί ύπάρχ€ι τω Βέ Γ 1 καί . . . tκατάρας omittenda ci. Jcnkinsoru
•	These words, if not inserted by error in anticipation of 422
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taken as negative ; the terms will be the same and will be posited in the same relation for the purpose of the proof.
The conclusion can also be true when both premisses are false. For it is possible for A to apply to no Β but to some C, while Β applies to no C ; as, e.g., a genus does not apply to a species from another genus, but applies to an accident of its own species ; for * animal ’ applies to no ‘ number ’ but to some ‘ white,’ and ‘ number ’ applies to no ‘ white.’ Thus if A is assumed to apply to all Β and Β to some C,the conclusion will be true although both premisses are false.
Similarly too if AB is negative ; for there is no reason why A should not apply to the whole of Β and yet not apply to some C, while Β applies to no C ; as,e.g., ‘ animal ’ applies to every swan but does not apply to some ‘ black,’ while ‘ swan * applies to no ‘ black * ; so that supposing A to be assumed to apply to no B, and Β to apply to some C, A does not apply to some C. Thus the conclusion is true although the premisses are false.
III.	In the middle figure it is possible to reach a Second
true conclusion by false premisses in every combina- J1-—θ'·
' (1) Uni-
tion : (i.) if both premisses are wholly false ; [if each is partly false ;] a (ii.) if one is true and the other wholly false, whichever is falsely assumed ; (iii.) if both are partly false; (iv.) if one is absolutely true and the other partly false ; and if one is wholly false and the other partly true b—both in universal and in particular syllogisms.
(i.) If A applies to no Β but to all C,as, e.g.,1 animal ’ Both
v 7	A A	Ό	-nrpmifi
the wording in ch. iv, are at least tautologous with (iii.), and spoil the analysis.
b This case is not treated in the discussion which follows.
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ττ ami, οΐον ζῷον λίθω μ ἐν ούδενί ιππω δἐ παντι, ἐάν έιτιιτίως τιθώσιν αι προτήσας καί λτγφθη το Α τα» μῖν Β τταιτί τω δ< Γ μηδ€νί, ἐ* φα»δων όλων τών προτάσεων αληθίς ϊ στ αι το συμπέρασμα* li ομοίως δέ καὶ ει τώ μεν Β παντι τῷ δἐ Γ μηδέν! υπήρχα ι τ 6 Α’ 6 γάρ αντος ϊ στ αι συλλογισμός.
ΙΙάλιν <ί ἡ μεν έτέρα όλη φ*υόης η δ* έτέρα όλη αληθής· ονδίν γάρ κωλνα το Α και τω Β *αι τῷ Γ παιτί υπήρχαν, τό μέντοι Β μηδ€νί τω Γ, οΓου τἀ γο·ο? τοίς μἡ ύπ’ αλληλα είθε σι ν τἀ πὸρ ζῷον και *ο ίππο» παντι και ανθριυπα», και οι·διις αιΌρωπος ίππος, έάν οιτ ληφθη τό ζωον τω μιν παιτί τω δἐ μηδα·ι υπήρχαν t η μιν όλη φ€νδής έσται η δ* όλη αλ»]θής, και τό συμπέρασμα αληθές προς όποτ€· ρωούν τιθέιτος τού στιρητικοϋ.
Και €ΐ η έτέρα έπί τι φαώης η δ* έτέρα όλη 15 <ιληθΐ]ς. έγχωρ€ΐ γάρ τό Α τω μῖν Β τινι υπήρχαν τω δέ Γ παντι, τό μέντοι Β μηδίνί τω Γ, οΐον ζωον λευτῷ μιν τινι κοράκι δέ παιτί, καὶ τἀ λ&υκόν ουδοί κοράκι. έάν ονν ληφθή τό Α τῷ μὲν Β μη&€νι τω δέ Γ όλα» ιπήρχαν, η μιν ΑΒ πρότασις έπί τι φ*νόης η δ* Α Γ όλη αληθής, καί τό σνμπέ-Βθ ρασμα αληθές, και μ^τατιθίμένου δέ του σπρη-τικού ωσαύτως* δια γάρ των αυτών όρων ή άπό-δαξις. καί ει ή καταφατική πρότασις έπί τι φ*νδής ή δι στερητική όλη αληθής, ονδέν γάρ κωλνα τό Α τω μιν Β τινι έτπάρχ€ΐν τω δέ Γ όλιρ μη υπόρχαν, καί τό Β μηδίνί τω Γ, οΐον τό ζωον 8i λ*υκω μιν τινι πίττη δ’ ονδίμια, καί τό λίυκόν ονδ(μια πίτττμ ώστ έάν ληφθη τό Α όλω τῷ Β
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applies to no ‘ stone ’ but to all ‘ horse,’ if the pre- wholly misses are taken in the contrary sense and A is ase' assumed to apply to all Β but to no C, although the premisses are wholly false, the conclusion from them can be true. Similarly too if A applies to all Β but to no C ; for we shall get the same syllogism.
(ii.) So again if one premiss is wholly false and the j?°s®^lly other wholly true ; for there is no reason why A one true should not apply to all of both Β and C, while Β premi8S* applies to no C ; as, e.g., a genus applies to co-ordinate species ; for * animal ’ applies both to every horse and to every man, and no man is a horse. Thus if ‘ animal ’ is assumed to apply to all of the one and to none of the other, one premiss will be wholly true and the other wholly false, and the conclusion will be true, to whichever of the two terms the negative is attached.
(iv.) So too if one premiss is partly false and the One partly other wholly true. For it is possible for A to apply in^true to some Β and to all C, while Β applies to no C; as, premiss. e.g., ‘ animal * applies to some ‘ white * and to every crow, and ‘ white * applies to no crow. Thus if A is assumed to apply to no Β but to the whole of C, the premiss AB will be partly false, and AC will be wholly true, and the conclusion will be true. Similarly too if the negative is transposed ° ; for the proof will be effected through the same terms. So too if the affirmative premiss is partly false and the negative wholly true. For there is no reason why A should not apply to some Β and yet not apply at all to C, while Β applies to no C ; as, e.g., ‘ animal ’ applies to some ‘ white * but to no pitch, and ‘ white * applies to no pitch ; so that if A is assumed to apply to the
® i.e., if the minor premiss is negative.
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υπάρχων τω Si Γ μη&*νί, ή μιν Α Β ὲνί τι όςνδἡν ἣ δ* Λ Γ όλη αληθής, και τἀ συμπέρασμα αληθές.
Και ὡ αμφσττραι αι προτάσας έπί η φη&ΐς, €<τται τό συμπέρασμα αληθές, έγχωριΐ γαρ τὸ Α 40 και τω Β καί τω Γ τινι νπόρ^ίΐν, τό δὲ Β μηδέν!
6β * τω Γ, οΓον ζώον καί λευτῷ τινι *αι μελάνι τινι, τἀ δἐ λευκόν ovStvl μέλανι. ῶν οὐν ληφθη τό Α τγ μιν Β παντι τῷ δἐ Γ μηΒκνί, αμφω μέν αἱ πρότασις έπί τι φίυόίϊς, τό Si συμπέρασμα αληθές, ομοίως Si καί μίτατίθα'σης της στίρητικης διὰ τῶν αυτών όρων.
β Φανερόν Si και έπι των έν μέρ<ι συλλογισμών ovSiv γαρ κωλυ€ΐ τό Α τω μίν Β παντι τῷ δἐ Γ τινι ύπόρχαν, και τό Β τῷ Γ τινι μή υπάρχςιν, οϊον ζέρον παντι άνθρώπω λιυκω Si τινι, άνθρωπος Si τινι λίυκω ουχ υπάρξει. έαν ονν τιθή τό Α τω μέν ίο Β μη8ηΊ υπάρχ€ΐν τω Si Γ τινι υπάρχ(ΐν, η μέν καθόλου πρότασις όλη φςυόης, ή S’ έν μέρ<ι αληθής, και τό συμπέρασμα αληθές.
Ωσαύτως Si και καταφατικής λαμβανομένης της ΑΒ· έγχωρ€ΐ γαρ τό Α τω μιν Β μηό<νι τω St Ι τινι μη ύπαρχιιν, καί τό Β τω Γ τινι μη ύπαρχίΐν, 15 οΓον το ζψον ούδενί άφνχιρ, λεντῷ Si τινι ουχ ύπαρχίι,1 και τό άφυχον ουχ ύπάρ£(ΐ τινι λ(υκψ. έαν ονν Τίθή τό Α τω μεν Β παντί τῷ δἐ Γ τινι μή ύπάρχ€ιν, ή μέν Α Β πρότασις ή καθόλου όλη φευόής, ή Si Α Γ αληθής, και τό συμπέρασμα αληθές.	^	f	, ,
Καὶ της μιν καθόλου αληθούς τ€0€ΐσης της S €Ψ » μέρ€ι φευδοις. ovSiv γσφ κωλν(ι τό Α μήτ€ τω Β
1 ουχ inτάρχιι in, Bekker: ου C\ Jcnkinsoni om. ABC1 426
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whole of Β but to no C, AB will be partly false and AC wholly true, and the conclusion will be true.
(iii.) The conclusion can also be true if both pre- Both misses are partly false. For it is possible for A to false apply to some of both Β and C, while Β applies to no C ; as, e.g., ‘ animal * applies to some ‘ white * and some ‘ black,’ but ‘ white * applies to no ‘ black.’
Thus if A is assumed to apply to all Β but to no C, both premisses are partly false, but the conclusion is true. Similarly too if the negative premiss is transposed,0 the proof being effected through the same terms.
It is evident that the same also holds good of (2) Par-particular syllogisms. For there is no reason why syllogisms. A should not apply to all Β and some C, while Β does ^J0uy°r not apply to some C ; as, e.g., * animal * applies to false, minor every man and to some ‘ white,* but ‘ man * will not true' apply to some ‘ white.’ Thus if A is taken to apply to no Β but to some C, the universal premiss is wholly false, but the particular premiss is true, and so is the conclusion.
Similarly too if the premiss AB is taken as affirmative ; for it is possible for A to apply to no Β, and not to apply to some C, and for Β not to apply to some C ; as, e.g., ‘ animal * applies to nothing inanimate and does not apply to some ‘ white,’ and ‘ inanimate * will not apply to some ‘ white.’ Thus if A is taken to apply to all Β and not to apply to some C, the universal premiss AB will be wholly false, but AC will be true, and the conclusion will be true too.
So too if the universal premiss is true and the ("·> MaJ°r
• τ	ρ ι	-1	.	,	-ι true, minor
particular premiss ialse. ror there is no reason why false.
• Cf. previous note.
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μήτε τῷ Γ ονΒενι έπεσθαι, τό μέντοι Β τινὶ τω Ρ μη νπάρχειν, οίον ζωον οόδενι αριθμώ ούΒ αφνχω, και ό αριθμός τινι άφύχω ουχ επεται. έαν ουν Τ€θβ το Α τω μιν Β μηΒενι τῷ Be Γ τιι·ί, το μὲν συμπέρασμα εσται αληθές, και η καθόλου πρότασις αληθης ςιὑδ* ιν μέρει φευΒής.
Και καταφατικής δἐ της καθόλου τιθέμενης ωσαύτως. εγχωρεί γαρ το Α και τω Β και τψ Γ όλω νπάρχειν, το μέντοι Β τινι τῷ Γ μη επεσθαι, οίον το γένος τω είόει και τη Βιαφορφ’ τό γαρ ζψον παντι ανθρωπω και όλω πεζω έπεται, άνθρωπος δ •ο οι) παντι πεζω' ωστ* αν ληφθη τό Α τῷ μὲν Β όλψ νπάρχειν τω Be Γ τινι μη νπάρχειν, ἡ μέν καθόλου πρότασις αληθης η δ* έν μέρει φευΒής, τό Βέ συμπέρασμα αληθές.
Φανερόν δἐ και ότι εζ άμφοτέρων φευόων <σταi τἀ συμπέρασμα αληθές, είπερ ένΒέχεται τό Α καί τῷ Β και τω Γ όλω1 νπάρχειν, τό μέντοι Β τινι τω κ Γ μη επεσοαι. ληφθέντος γό,ρ του Λ τω μεν Β μηΒενι τω Be Γ τινι νπάρχειν, αι μεν προτάσεις άμφότ(ραι φευΒεις, τό Be συμπέρασμα αληθές.
'Ομοίως Be και κατηγορικης ονσης της καθόλου προτάσσω ς της δ* ἐν μέρe ι στερητικής, εγχωρεί γαρ τό Α τω μεν Β μηΒενι τω Be Γ παντὶ έπεσθαι, 40 και τό Β τινι τω Γ μη νπάρχeiv, οίον ζψον επι-στημη μεν ovBepua άνθρωπω Be παντι έπεται, η δ* Μ b επιστήμη ου παντι ανθρωπω. έάν οόν ληφθη τό Α τω μεν Β όλω νπάρχειν τω δἐ Γ τινι μη έπεσθαι, αι μεν προτάσεις φευΒεΐς, τό δἐ συμπέρασμα αληθές.
1 όλφ] τω μεν όλω τώ μη6<νι fort. Boethius, cL Jcnkinson.
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A should not be a consequent of none of either Β or C, while Β does not apply to some C ; as, e.g., ‘ animal * applies to no number or inanimate thing, and number is not a consequent of some inanimate things.
Thus if A is taken to apply to no Β but to some C, the conclusion and the universal premiss will be true, although the particular premiss will be false.
Similarly too if the universal premiss is taken as affirmative. For it is possible for A to apply to the whole of both Β and C, and yet for Β not to be a consequent of some C : as, e.g., the genus applies to the species and the differentia ; for * animal * applies to every man and to all ‘ that which walks on land,’ but ‘ man * does not apply to everything that Avalks on land ; so that if A is assumed to apply to the whole of Β but not to apply to some C, the universal premiss will be true and the particular false, but the conclusion will be true.
It is evident also that the conclusion dra\vn from (iii.) Both premisses which are both false can be true, since it is far^lsses possible for A to apply to the whole of both Β and C, and yet for Β not to be a consequent of some C.
For if A is assumed to apply to no Β but to some C, both premisses will be false, but the conclusion will be true.
Similarly too if the universal premiss is affirmative and the particular negative. For it is possible for A to be a consequent of no Β but of all C, and for Β not to apply to some C : as,e.g., ‘ animal * is a consequent of no ‘ knowledge * but of all ‘ man,’ and ‘ knowledge * is not a consequent of all ‘ man.’ Thus if A is assumed to apply to the whole of B, but not to be a consequent of some C, the premisses will be false, but the conclusion will be true.
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IV.	*Έοται δἐ καί έν τῷ έσχάτω σχηματι δια ι φπν&ών αληθές, και άμφοτέρων όςυδῶν ουσῶν όλων και ἐπὶ τι έκατέρας, καί της μὲν έτέρας αληθούς όλης της 3* έτέρας φιυδονς, και της μῖν ίττι τι φιυδους της δ* όλης αληθούς, και αναπαλιν, και όσαχώς άλλως έγχωριί μιταλαβιιν τάς προτά-σεις, ούδεν γαρ κώλυα μητ€ το Α μήτε πὸ β ίο μη&αΊ τῷ Γ ύπάρχαν, το μέντοι Α τινι τω Β ύπάρχαν, οΐον ούτ* άιΌρωπος ούτ€ π€ζον οὐδενΙ άφύχω €7Τ€ται, αι·θρωπος μέιτοι τινι πίζψ νπαρχα. ἐάν ουν ληφθη το Α και το Β παιπί τιμ Γ ύπαρχ€ιν, αι μιν προτάσας όλαι φινδιΐς, το δὶ συμπ<ρασμα αληθές. ωσαύτως δι καὶ της μ ἐν στ€ρητικης της ι& δἐ καταφατικής ονσης. €γχωρ*ί γαρ το μὲν Β μηδ^νί τω Ι1 ύπάρχαν το δἐ Λ παντί, καί τ6 Α τινὶ τω Β μη ύπάρχαν, olov το μέλαν ovScvi κνκνω ζωον δἐ παντί, καί το ζωον ου παντί μίλανι* ὧστ* αν ληφΰη το μιν Β παιτι τω Γ τό δι Α μηδινί, τ6 •ο Α τινι τω Β ούχ ύπάρξιι* και το μιν συμπέρασμα αληθές, αι δί προτάσας φινίχΐς.
Καί α έπί τι έκατέρα φ(υδης, έσται το συμπέρασμα αληθές, ούδιν γαρ κώλυα καί τ6 Α και το Β τινι τω Γ ύπάρχαν, καί το Α τινι τω Β, οϊον το λιυκόν και το καλόν τινι ζωω ύπάρχςι, και το U λευκόν τινι καλώ, έάν ούν τ(θτ} το Α και το Β παντί τω Γ ύπάρχαν, αι μιν προτάσ€ΐς έπί τι φ(υ&€Ϊς, το δ( συμπέρασμα αληθές, και στίρη-τικης Sc της Α Γ τιθιμένης ομοίως, ούδέν γαρ κώλυα το μέν Α τα ι τω Γ μη ύπάρχαν το δέ Β τινι ύπάρχαν, καί το Α τω Β μη παντί ιτπάρχαν,
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IV.	In the last figure too it will be possible to Third figure, reach a true conclusion by means of false premisses : iViSf1 (i.) when both premisses are wholly false, (ii.) when syllogisms, each of them is partly false, (iii.) when one is wholly true and the other wholly false, (iv.) when one is partly false and the other wholly true ; and vice versa ; and in all other possible combinations of premisses. For (i.) there is no reason why, although (ϊ.) Both neither A nor Β applies to any C, A should not apply wholly363 to some Β : as, e.g., neither ‘ man ’ nor ‘ that which false-walks on land ’ is a consequent of anything inanimate, yet ‘ man ’ applies to some things which walk on land. Thus if A and Β are assumed to apply to all C, the premisses Mill be wholly false, but the conclusion will be true. Similarly too if one premiss is negative and the other affirmative. For it is possible for Β to apply to no C, and A to all C, and for A not to apply to some Β : as, e.g., ‘ black * applies to no swan, and ‘ animal * to every swan, and ‘ animal * does not apply to everything black ; so that if Β is assumed to apply to all C, and A to no C,
A will not apply to some Β ; and the conclusion will be true although the premisses are false.
(ii.) So too if each of the premisses is partly false, (U.) Both the conclusion can be true. For there is no reason partly false why both A and Β should not apply to some C, while A applies to some Β : as, e.g., ‘ white * and ‘ beautiful * apply to some ‘ animal,’ and ‘ white * to some ‘ beautiful.’ Thus if A and Β are taken to apply to all C, the premisses will be partly false, but the conclusion will be true. Similarly too if AC is taken as negative.
For it is quite possible that A should not apply to some C, and Β should apply to some C, and A should not apply to all Β : as, e.g., ‘ white * does not apply
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30	οϊον το X(vkov τινι ζώω ονχ ύπαρχοι, τό δὲ καλόν τινι νπάρχ€ΐ, και το λίυκόν ου παντι καλώ* ακττ αν ληφθτ} το μιν Α μηδ*vt τω Ρ τἀ δε Β παντι, άμφότ€ραι μιν αι προτάσ€ΐς έπι τι φενδεΓί’, τὸ δἐ συμπέρασμα αληθές.
ίΐσαύτως δἐ και της μιν όλης φ<υόοΰς της δ* όλης αΧ·ηΟοΟς Χαμβαινμέΐ'ης. έγχωρ^ι γαρ και το *Λ Λ και το Β παιτι τψ Γ Ζπισθαι, το μέντοι Α τινι τω Β μη ύπάρχ€ΐν, olov ζωον και λευκόν παντι κύκνο) έπιται, το μέντοι ζωον ου παντι υπαρχα Χίυκώ. Τ€θέντο)ν ονν όρων τούτο)ν έαν ληφθη το μιν Β όλοι τω Γ υπάρχω ιν τό δἐ Λ όλω μη έτπαρχ*ivt η μιν BI' όλη έσται άληθης ή δἐ Α Γ όλη φίνόης, «ο και τό συμπέρασμα αληθές, ομοίως δἐ και (ϊ τό μιν If Γ φ(0όος τό 8* Α Γ αληθές· οι γαρ αυτοί όροι 67 · προς την άπόό^ιξιν ϊμέλαν, κύκνος, αφνχον).1 αλλά και (ϊ άμφότίραι ΧαμβάΐΌΐιτο καταφατικαί* οΰδίν γαρ κωΧύα τό μιν Β παιτι τω Ρ έπίσθαι, τό δἐ Α δλω μη νπάρχζίν, και τό Α τινι τώ Β έτπάρχ€ΐν, ι οιον κύκι-ω [μιν]* παιτι ζωον, μίλαν δ* Οϋδενι κύκνω, και τό μέλαν νπάρχιι τ«·ι ζωω’ οκττ αν Χηφθη τό Α και τό Β παντι τω Γ νπάοχίΐν, η μεν ΒΓ ολη άληθης η δἐ Λ Γ όλη φ€1)όης, καί ΤΌ συμπέρασμα αληθές. ομοίως δἐ και της Α Γ ληφθίίσης αληθούς* δια γαρ των αυτών όρων η άπόόίίξις.
ίο ΓΙάΛιν της μιν όλης αληθούς οΰσης της 5* έπί τι (/ί€ΐ>δους. έγχιυρ€ι γαρ τό μέν Β παντι τω Γ ίτπάρ-χ€ΐν τό δἐ Λ τινι, καί τό Α τινι τω Β, οΐον Βίπουν 1 sed. Waitx.	* om. Bnfu, Boethius Wait».
* These are not the same terms as before ; they are derived 432
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to some animals, and ‘ beautiful * applies to some, and ‘ white * does not apply to everything beautiful; so that if A is assumed to apply to no C, and Β to all C, both premisses will be partly false, but the conclusion will be true.
(iii.) So too if one premiss is wholly false and the other wholly true. For it is possible for both A and Β to be consequents of all C, and yet for A not to apply to some Β : as, e.g., * animal * and 4 white * are consequents of all ‘ swan,’ yet * animal ’ does not apply to everything white. Thus these terms being posited, if it is assumed that Β applies but A does not apply to the whole of C, BC will be wholly true and AC wholly false, and the conclusion will be true. Similarly too if BC is false and AC true ; the same terms [black—swan—inanimate] a will serve for the purpose of proof. So too if both premisses are assumed as affirmative. For there is no reason why, while Β is a consequent of all C, and A does not apply to the whole of C, A should not apply to some Β : as, e.g., ‘ animal ’ applies to every swan, * black * to no swan, and * black * to some animals ; so that if A and Β are assumed to apply to all C, BC will be wholly true, and AC wholly false, and the conclusion will be true. Similarly if the premiss AC which we assume is true ; for the proof will be effected by means of the same terms.
(iv.) So again when one premiss is wholly true and the other partly false. For it is possible for Β to apply to all C, and A to some C, and for A to apply to some Β : as, e.g., * biped * applies, but * beautiful *
(according to the scholiast on 189 a 5-11) from the lost commentary of Alexander, who saw that a fresh set of examples was needed.
(iii.) One wholly false and one true premiss.
(iv.) One true and one partly false premiss.
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μιν παντι άνθράτπω, καλόν b* ου παντι, καί το καλόν τινι binob ι ίητάρχα. έάν οὐν ληόθβκαι το Α και το Β όλω τώ Γ ΰπάρχ€ΐν, ἡ μὲν οΓ δλη ΐί· άληθης η bέ Α Γ ἐπὶ τι φινόής, τό όέ συμπέρασμα αληθές, ομοίως b( και της μέν Α Γ αληθούς της δε Β Γ φίνόονς έπί τι λαμβανομένης· μ€τατ€θέντων γαρ των αυτών όρων ϊστ αι η άπό^ιζ ις. και της μιν στιρητικης της δἐ καταφατικής ουσης. €7Τ€ΐ γαρ έγχωρΐΐ τό μιν Β όλω τψ Γ χτπά^χαν τό δἐ Α *© τινι, καί όταν ούτως έχωσιν ου παντι τῷ Β τἀ Α, έάν ληφθη τό μιν Β όλω τω Γ ΰπάρριν τό Βέ Α μηόί,νί, η μιν σπρητικη έπί τι φίυόης, η δ* Ιτέρα όλη άληθης καί τό συμπέρασμα, πάλιν έπ€ΐ Βέ-btiKrai ότι του μέν Α μηό<νί υπάρχοντος τω Γ του ία δἐ Β τινι έγχωρ€Ϊ τό Α τινι τῷ Β μὴ ύπάρχ€ΐν, φαντοόν ότι καί της μέν Α Γ όλης αληθούς ουσης της οέ Β Γ έπί τι φ(υΒοΰς έγχωρ€ΐ τό συμπέρασμα tlvai αληθές, έάν γαρ ληφθτ} τό μέν Α μηδενί τω Γ τό δἐ Β παντι, η μέν Α Γ όλη άληθης η Βέ Β Γ έπί τι φίυΒής.
Φανερόν δἡ1 καί έπί των έν μέρ*ι συλλογισμών eo ότι πάντως έσται δια φιυΒών άληθές. οι γόφ αυτοί όροι ληπτέοι καί όταν καθόλου ώσιν αι προτάσ€ΐς, οι μέν έν τοΐς κατηγορικοις κατηγορικοί, οι δ* ἐν τοι? στίρητικοΐς στίρητικοί. ουΒέν γαρ διαφέρει μηό(νί υπάρχοντος παντι Λαβεῖν υπάρχίΐν, καί τινι Μ υπάρχοντος καθόλου Λαβεῖν ΰπάρχ€ΐν προς την τών όρων έκθίσιν. ομοίως Βέ καί έπί τών στίρητικών.
Φανερόν ουν ότι αν μίν ἡ τἀ συμπέρασμα φ(ΰΒος, ανάγκη έξ ών ό λόγος φ€υΒή eΓναι η πάντα ή ένια,
* &i) scripsii Μ.
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does not apply, to all ‘ man,’ and ‘ beautiful * applies to some ‘ biped.’ Thus if both A and Β are assumed to apply to the whole of C, BC will be wholly true, and AC partly false, but the conclusion will be true. Similarly too if the assumed premiss AC is true and BC is partly false ; the proof can be effected by a rearrangement of the same terms. So too if one premiss is negative and the other affirmative. For since it is possible for Β to apply to the whole and A to some of C, and when the terms are thus related Λ does not apply to all B, if Β is assumed to apply to the whole and A to none of C, the negative premiss will be partly false, but the other will be wholly true, and the conclusion will be true. Again, since it has been shown ° that when A applies to no C and Β to some C, it is possible for A not to apply to some B, it is evident that when AC is wholly true and BC partly false, it is still possible for the conclusion to be true. For if A is assumed to apply to no C, and Β to all C, AC will be wholly true and BC partly false.
It is evident, then, that in the case of particular syllogisms also it will be possible under any conditions to reach a true conclusion by means of false premisses. For the same terms are to be assumed as when the premisses are universal : affirmative terms in affirmative and negative in negative syllogisms. For it makes no difference to the positing of the terms whether we assume that that which applies to none applies to all, or that that which applies to some applies universally. Similarly too in the case of negative syllogisms.
Thus it is evident that whereas if the conclusion is false the grounds of the argument, either all or
e 54 a 1.
(2) Par-ticular syllogisms.
Why it is that false premisses
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όταν δ* * αληθές, ούκ άιάγκη άληθίς είναι οὐτ€ τι οντ€ πάντα, άλλ* ΐστι μηόίίός οντος άληθοΰς των «ο ίν τω σνλλογισμω το συμπέρασμα ομοίως (Ιναι 57 k αληθές, ου μην (ξ άιάγκης. αίτιον S* ότι όταν δυο €χη ούτω προς άλληλα ωστ€ θατέρου οντος (ξ ανάγκης (ΐναι θάτιρον, τούτου μη οντος μέν ouS< θάτ tpov car αι, οι τος δ* ούκ άιάγκη ctvai θατίρον. του δ’ αυτού οντος· καί μη οντος άΒύνατον έξ s αιάγκης είναι τό αυτό, λέγω δ’ οΓον τον Α οντος λίυκού το Β tlvai μέγα έξ άιάγκης, και μη οντος λίυκού τού Α τό Β tliai μέγα έξ ανάγκης, όταν γαρ tovSi οντος λ(νκού τού Α τoSi ανάγκη μ€γα thru το Β, μίγάλου Si τού Β οντος τό Γ μη λ(υκόν, άιάγκη, ει τό Α λ(υκόν, τό Γ μὴ thru ίο λευκόν. και όταν 8ύο όπων θατέρου οντος αναγκη θάτίρον flvai, τούτου μη οπος άιάγκη τό Α μη tliai. τού Βη Β μη οντος μίγάλου τό Α ούχ οΐόν τε λευκόν that. τού Si Α μη οντος λευκού, ει άιάγκη τό Β μέ'/α tlvai, συμβαίνω έξ ανάγκης του Β μίγάλου μη οπος αυτό τό Β tlvai μέγα. τούτο 15 δ* άδίι·ατον el γαρ τό Β μη ἐστι μ*γα, τό Α ούκ έσται λίυκόν έξ ανάγκης, tt ούν μη οπος τούτου λευκού τό Β έσται μέγα, συμβαίνει, €ΐ τό Β μη ἐστι μέγα, tliai μέγα, ως 8ιά τριών.
V. Τό δἐ κύκλω και έξ αλλῆλαιν Βίίκννσθαι έστι τό δια του συμπ(ράσματος καί τού άνάπαλιν ττ} *ο κατηγορία την έτέραν Λαβόντα πρότασιν συμπίρά-νασθαι την λοιπήν, ην έλάμβανίν έν θατέρω συλ-λογισμω- otov el eSti Βίΐξαι ότι τό Α τω Γ παπί
•	ί.ε. premiss.
*	Because Λ stands for the conjunction of two premisses j rf. 34 a 16-24.
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some of them, must be false, when the conclusion is can yield true, it is not necessary for all or any of the grounds conclusion, to be true ; but even when no parta of the syllogism is true it is possible—although it does not necessarily follow—that the conclusion should be true. The reason for this is that when two things are so interrelated that when the first is the second must be, when the second is not, neither will the first be ; but when the second is, the first need not necessarily be.
For it is impossible that the same thing should necessarily be whether the same determining factor does or does not apply. I mean, for example, that it is impossible that Β should necessarily be great both when A is white and when A is not white. For when, if this particular thing A is white, this particular thing Β must be great, and if Β is great C cannot be white, then if A is white, C cannot be white. And when, if the former of two things is, the latter must be, if the latter is not, the former, A, cannot be. Then when Β is not great, A cannot be white. But if when A is not white Β must be great, it follows of necessity that when Β is not great Β itself is great. But this is impossible ; for if Β is not great, A will necessarily not be white. Thus if Β is to be great when A is not white, it follows that if Β is not great, it is great, just as though the proof were effected by three terms.6
V.	Circular or reciprocal proof consists in using Method of the conclusion and the simple conversion c of one r^ipr^aT premiss to demonstrate the remaining premiss, which proof, was assumed in the original syllogism ; as if, for example, supposing that it was required to prove that A applies to all C, and this had been proved by
0 i.e. the premiss with subject and predicate interchanged.
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υπάρχει, έδειξε δἐ δια τ ον Β, πάλιν «ί δειπνὐοι ση τό Α τώ Β υπάρχει, λαβών τό μεν Α τω Γ ιητάρχειν τό 3ἐ Γ τῷ Β, *αι τό Α τῷ Β (πρότερον δ* ωέ-2Λ πάλιν έλαβε τό Β τῷ Γ ὑπάρχειν)· ἡ «ἰ άτι τἀ Β τῷ Γ δεῖ δε if α ι ῶτάρχον, €ὶ λάβοι τό Α κατὰ του Γ, ο ἡν συμπέρασμα, τό δε Β κατά τον Α ιητάρχειν (πρότερον δ* έλτ]φ&η άνάπαλιν τἀ Α κατα τοθ Β), άλλα»? δ* οὐτ ίστιν ὲ£ άλληλων δείξαι. εΐτε γαρ eo άλλο μέσον λὑφεται, ου κύκλω (ονδεν γαρ λαμβά-νεται τών αὑτιῖν), (ίτ( τούτων τι, ανάγκη θάτερον μόνον· εἰ γὰρ άμφιο, τούτο εστα* συμπέρασμα, δει δ’ ῖτερον.
Έν μ ο» οῖν τοῖς· μἡ άντιστρέφουσιν εξ αναπόδεικτου της έτέρας προτάσεως γίγνεται ό σνλ-λογισμός· ου γάρ έστιν άποδείξαι δια τούτων των ϋ όρων ότι τῷ μέσω τό τρίτον υπάρχει η τῷ πρωτιρ τό μέσον, έν δι τόίς άιτιστρέφουσιν έστι πάντα δεικινναι δι* άλληλων, οΐον ει τό Α καί τό Β καὶ τό Γ άντιστρέφουσιν άλλήλοις. δεδείχθω γαρ το Α Γ δια μέσου του Β, καί πάλιν τό ΑΒ διά τε του συμπεράσματος και διἀ της Β Γ προτάσεως αντιιό στρόφε ίσης, ωσαύτως δε καί τό ΒΓ διά τε του ιβ « συμπεράσματος καί της Λ Β προτάσεως άντεστραμμένης. δεῖ δἐ την τε ΓΒ καί την Β Α πρότασιν άποδεΐξαι· ταάταις- γαρ άναποδείκτοις κεχρημεθα μόναις. εάν ουι* ληφ&η τό Β h cirri τω Γ νπάρχειν καί τό Γ παντι τω Α, συλλογισμός έσται του Β 6 προς τό Α. πάλιν εάν ληφ&η τό μεν Γ παντι τω Α τό δε Α παντι τω Β, παντι τω Β το Γ ανάγκη
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means of B, it were then to be proved in turn that A applies to Β by assuming that A applies to C and C to B, and therefore A to Β ; whereas in the original syllogism it was conversely assumed that Β applies to C ; or if, supposing that it is required to prove that Β applies to C, one should assume that A applies as the predicate of C, which was the conclusion before, and Β as the predicate of A ; whereas in the original syllogism it was conversely assumed that A is predicated of B. Reciprocal proof is impossible in any other way. For (1) if we assume a different middle term, the proof will not be circular, since none of the same propositions is assumed ; and (2) if we assume any of them, it must be one only ; for if both are assumed, we shall have the same conclusion as before, whereas we require another.
Thus where conversion is impossible, one of the premisses from which the syllogism results is undemonstrated ; for it is impossible to demonstrate from the given terms that the third applies to the middle or the middle to the first term. But where conversion is possible, i.e., if A and Β and C are convertible with one another, they can all be proved reciprocally. For let AC be proved by means of the middle B, and AB again by means of the conclusion and the premiss BC converted, and BC also in the same way by means of the conclusion and the premiss AB after conversion. We must, however, prove the premisses CB and BA ; for these are the only premisses of those which we have used that remain undemonstrated. If, then, Β is assumed to apply to all C and C to all A, we shall have a syllogism giving the relation of Β to A. Again, if C is assumed to apply to all A, and A to all B, C must apply to all B.
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58*
ύπάρχιιν. tv άμφοτέροις St) τοιίτοΐί τοΐς συλλογισμοίς η Γ Λ πρότασις (ΐληττται άι-απόόιικτος (αι γάρ ιτιραι όιόιιγμέναι ήσαν), ωστ* αν τ αυτήν άποόίίζωμιν, άπασαι ΐσοιται όιόίΐγμέιαι δι ίο αλληλων. ιάν ουν ληφθτ} τό Γ παντϊ τ<ρ Β καί τὸ Β παντι τῷ Α ύπάρχιιν, άμφότιραί τε αι προτάσας άποόιόιιγμέναι λαμβάνονται, και τό Γ τῷ Α αιάγκη ύπάρχιιν.
Φανερόν ουν ότι tv μόνοις τοΐς άνηστρέφονσι κύκλω και δι* άλλήλων έι·&έχ(ται γίγνισθαι τάς ι: άπο0ιί(ας, tv τοΐς άλλοι? ως πρότιρον ιΧπομιν. σνμβαίνιι St και «V τοντοις αντω τω htiKwptvtp χρησθαι προς την άπόόιιζιν το μιν γαρ Γ κατά τού Β και τό Β κατο, τ ου Α δεύανται ληφθέντος του Γ κατά, τού Α λέγισθαι, τό St Γ κατά του Α δια τούτων StiKwrai των προτάσιων, ωστι τῷ σνμ-50 πιρόσματι χρωμιθα προς την άπόόιιζιν.
Έττί δε των στ ιρητικών συλλογισμών ω0ι 8ιίκινται ι( αλληλων. (στω τό μιν Β παντι τῷ Γ ύπαρχονt τό Si Α ουδενι των Β* συμπέρασμα ότι τό Α ovStvi των Γ. ti 8η πάλιν Stt συμπιράνασθαι ν> ότι τό Α ούόινι των Β, ό πάλαι ῖλαβεν, ισται τό μιν Α μηόινί τω Γ τἀ St Γ πάχη ι τω Β* οΰτω γαρ άνάπαλιν η πρότασις, (ι S* ότι τό Β τω Ρ Stt σνμπιράνασθα ι, ον κ (θ' ομοίως άντιστριπτέον τό ΛΒ (η γαρ αύτη πρότασις τό Β μηότν'ι τω Α και τό Α μηόΐνι τω Β ύπάρχαν), άλλα ληπτίον, ω τό 80 Α μηόινϊ ύπάρχιι, τό Β παντι ύπάρχιιν. έστω τό Α μη0€νί των Γ ύπαρχον,1 όπιρ ἡν τἀ συμπέρασμα,
1 νπάρχον scrips!: νπάρχι ιτ.
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Now in both these syllogisms the premiss CA has been assumed without being demonstrated ; the others were already proved. Thus if we demonstrate this, they will all have been proved reciprocally. If, then,
C is assumed to apply to all B, and Β to all A, both the premisses assumed have been demonstrated, and C must apply to all A.
Thus it is evident that circular and reciprocal demonstrations can only be effected where conversion is possible ; in the case of other syllogisms they can only be used as described above. In these also it happens that we use the very thing which is to be proved for the purpose of the demonstration ; for we prove that C is predicated of Β and Β of A by assuming that C is predicated of A, and we prove that C is predicated of A by means of these premisses ; so that we use the conclusion for the purpose of the demonstration.
In negative syllogisms reciprocal proof is effected as Reciprocal follows. Let Β apply to all C, and A to no B. The n^at^e conclusion is that A applies to no C. Then if it is syllogisms, required to establish in turn that A applies to no B, which was assumed before, we shall have the premisses that A applies to no C, and that C applies to all Β ; for in this way the premiss BC is reversed. If, on the other hand, it is required to establish that Β applies to C, the premiss AB must not be converted again as before (for the premiss ‘ Β applies to no A ’ is the same as ‘ A applies to no Β ’) ; but we must assume that Β applies to all of that to none of which A applies.0 Let A apply to no C, which λνἔιε the conclusion before,
° Aristotle is guilty of petitio principii; this is exactly what is required to be proved.
Ρ
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ιο δι τἀ Α μηδ(νί, τό Β έίλήφθω παντΙ υπάρχίΐν ανάγκη ούν το Β παντι τω Γ ύπαρχον.
"ίϊστέ τριών όντων € κάστον συμπέρασμα γύγονέ t και τό κύκλω άποδέίκννναι τούτ Ιστι, το συμπί· as ρασμα λαμβάχοντα και άνάπαλιν την ΐτύραν πρό-τασιν την λοιπήν συλλο'/ίζ<σθαι.
Έπι δε τών «V μ*ρ*ι συλλογισμών την μιν καθόλου πρότασιν ούκ ίσπν άποδέΐξαι 8ια των ιτ όρων, την 8i κατά μέρος ίστιν. ότι μιν ούν ούκ έστιν άποοέΐζαι την καθόλου φαχ-έρόν τἀ μιν γαρ καθόλου δέίκνυται διά των καθόλου, τό ok συμπέρασμα ούκ έστι καθόλου, 8έϊ 8* €Κ του ιο συμπέράσματος δ«1(αι και της έτέ'ρας προτάσέως Μ b («τι όλως ουδέ γίγχιται συλλογισμός άντιστρα-φέίσης της προτάσέως’ tv μέρέι γαρ άμφότέραι γιγχοχπαι αι προτάσέις)’ την 8' ύπι μύρους ἔστιν. δέΒέίχθω γαρ τό Α κατά τινος του Γ δια του Β. έάν ουν ληφθη τό Β παντι τω Α και τό συμπέρασμα ι μάχη, τό Β τινι τῷ Γ υπάρξέι* γίγΐ’έται γαρ το πρώτον σχήμα, και τό Α μέσον.
Ει 8( έττέρητικός ό συλλογισμός, την μλν καθόλου πρότασιν ονκ έστι δέϊξαι, δι* ο1 καὶ ττρότέρον (λέχθη· την 8* tv μύρ<ι έστιν* ἐάν* ομοίως άντι· στ ραφή τό Λ Β ώσπέρ κά π ι των καθόλου/ οΓον ω ιο τό Α τινι μη ύπάρχέΐ, τό Β τινι ύπάρχέΐν άλλως γαρ ου γίγνέται συλλογισμός δια τό αποφατικήν είναι την tv μύρέΐ πρότασιν.
VI.	Έν δἐ τῷ δέυτίρω σχηματι τό μιν κατα·
1 δι' ό Buhles διό.	* *στι» otn. Cu. Bekker.
* 4αν μιν AHJcmfn*, «άν μιν ονν U1.
4 καθόλου Λ Β1: καθόλου, ονκ <<m# b*a π poo λήγατε δ* ίστι»
uolgo.
PRIOR ANALYTICS, II. v-vi
and let it be assumed that Β applies to all of that to none of which A applies. Then Β must apply to all C.
Thus each of the three propositions has been inferred as a conclusion ; and that is what circular demonstration is, viz., to assume the conclusion and the converse of one premiss, and so infer the remaining premiss.
In particular syllogisms the universal premiss Reciprocal cannot be demonstrated by means of the others, but ^/cakr the particular premiss can. That the universal syllogisms premiss cannot be demonstrated is evident; for the universal is proved by universal premisses, but the conclusion is not universal, and we have to draw our proof from the conclusion and the other premiss. Moreover, if the premiss is converted no syllogism at all results ; because both premisses become particular. The particular premiss, however, can be demonstrated. Let it be proved, by means of B, that A is stated of some C. Then if Β is assumed to apply to all A, and the conclusion stands, Β will apply to some C ; for we get the first figure with A as the middle.
If on the other hand the syllogism is negative, the universal premiss cannot be proved, for the reason explained above. But the particular premiss can be proved, if AB is converted in the same way as in universal syllogisms ; viz., to the effect that Β applies to some of that to some of which A does not apply.® Otherwise no syllogism results, because the particular premiss is negative.
VI.	In the second figure the affirmative statement Reciprocal
proof in th
° CL 58 a 29 note.
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φατικόν ου κ έστι 8εΐξαι δι α τούτου του τρόπου, τἀ 15 δἐ στερητικόν εστιν. το μιν ούν κατηφορικόν ου 8είκνυται δι α τό μη άμφοτέρας εΐιαι τας προτάσεις καταφατικός· τό γἀρ συμπέρασμα στερητικόν ἐστι, τό δἐ κατηγορικόν εξ άμφοτέρων έδείκνυτο καταφατικών τό δἐ στερητικόν α>&« δείκνυται. ύπαρχέ τ α) τό Α παντι τοι Β τα» Sc Γ μηδενί’ συμπέρασμα to τό Β ουδοἀ τῷ Γ. ῶν ουν ληφΰη τό Β παντι τῷ Α ύπαρχον [rip 8ε Γ μηδο’ΐ'],1 άι-άγκη τό Α μηδέν! τῷ Γ ύπάρχειν γίγχεται γαρ τό 8ε ύτερον σχήμα {μέσον τό Β), «ί 5< τό Λ Β στερητικόν έλήφθη θάτερον 8ε κατηφορικόν, τό πρώτον Ι στ αι σχήμα, τό μιν γαρ Γ παντι τῷ Λ τό 8ε Β οόθενι τω Γ, ώστ ούδενί τω Α τἀ Β* ούδ* αρα τό Α τω Β. δια μέν ούν του συμπεράσματος καί της μιας προτάσεως ου γιγι’εται συλλογισμός, προσληφθείσης δ* έτέρας εσται.
*Ην 8ε μή καθόλου ό συλλογισμός ῄ, ἡ μεν έν όλω πρότασις ου δείκνυται (δια την αυτήν αιτίαν so ήνπερ εϊπομεν και πρότερον), ή 8* εν μέρει δεί-κνυται όταν ή τό καθόλου κατηγορικόν. ύπαρχέτω γαρ τό Α παιπι τω Β τω 8έ Γ μή παντι· συμπέρασμα Β Γ. εάν ούν ληφθή τό Β παντι τω Α τω δε Γ ου παντι, τό Α τινι τω Γ ούχ υπάρξει {μέσον Β), ει 8* εστιν ή καθόλου στερητική, ου δειχθη-σεται ή Α Γ πρότασις άντιστραφέντος τού ΑΒ* συμβαίνει γαρ ή άμφοτέρας ή την ετεραν προτασνν γίγνεσθαι αποφατικήν, (Lot* ούκ εσται συλλογισμό?. άλλ* ομοίως 8ειχθήσεται ως καί επί των 1 τψ Γ μττὅοί Cm ct in marg. Β*: om. ocL
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cannot be proved by this means, but the negative second statement can. The affirmative statement cannot be figure' proved because the premisses are not both affirmative; for the conclusion is negative, and the affirmative statement can only be proved, as we have seen, by premisses which are both affirmative. The negative statement is proved as follows. Let A apply to all B, but to no C. The conclusion is that Β applies to no C. Then if Β is assumed to apply to all A, A must apply to no C ; for we get the second figure with Β as the middle term. If AB has been assumed as negative and the other premiss as affirmative, we shall have the first figure ; for C applies to all A, and Β to no C, so that Β applies to no A, and therefore A to no B. Thus we get no syllogism by means of the conclusion and one premiss, but we shall have a syllogism if we assume a further premiss.®
If the syllogism is not universal, the universal premiss cannot be proved, for the same reason which we have explained above b; but the particular premiss can be proved when the universal statement is affirmative. Let A apply to all B, but not to all C. The conclusion is BC. Then if Β is assumed to apply to all A, but not to all C, A will not apply to some C.
The middle term is B. If, however, the universal premiss is negative, the premiss AC cannot be proved by the conversion of AB ; for it follows that either one or both of the premisses become negative, so that there will be no syllogism. It can, however, be proved in a similar way to that which was used in the case of universal syllogisms : i.e., if it is assumed that
α i.e. the converse of the conclusion. 4 58 a 36 ff.
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καθόλου, ιάν ληφθτ) φ τἀ Β το·ι μη ύπάρχιι το Α τινι ύπάρχιιν.
VII. Έπι δἐ τοι? τρίτου σχήματος όταν μιν ίο άμφοτιραι αι προτάσιις καθόλου ληφθώσιν, ούκ ται διΐ(αι δι* άλλήλων τό ^ιιν γάρ καθόλου ι® » διίκνυται δια των καθόλου, τό δ ἐν τούτψ συμπέρασμα έιιί κατά μέρος, ωστι φαιδρόν ότι όλως ούκ έιδέχιται διϊξαι διά τούτου του σχήματος την καθόλου πρότασιν. έάν δ’ ή μιν jj καθόλου ή O* ιν μέριι, ποτἐ μιν ίαται ποτΐ 8* ούκ <στα*. όταν 4 μιν ούν άμφοτιραι κατηγορικαί ληφθώσι καὶ το καθόλου γέχ-ηται προς τοι έλάττονι άκρια, ι στ αι, όταν δι προς θατέρω, ούκ έσται. ύπαρχέτω γαρ τό Α παντί τῷ Γ τό δέ Β τινι· συμπέρασμα τό ΑΒ. έάν ονν ληφθτ) τό Γ παντί τω Α ύπάρχιιν, τό μιν Γ διδιικται τινι τω Β ύπαρχον, τό Β τινι ίο τω Γ οι) δέδιικται. καίτοι ανάγκη, ιί τό Γ τινί τῷ Β, και τό Β τινι τω Γ ύπάρχιιν. ἀλλ* ου ταύτόν ἐστι τάδε τῷδε και τόδι τώδι ύπάρχιιν, άλλα προσληπτέον 11 τόδι τινι τω&ι, καί θάτιρον τινι τῷδε* τούτου δι ληφθέντος ούκέτι γίγνιται έκ του συμπιράσματος καί της έτέρας προτάσιως 6 is συλλογισμός, ιί δι τό μιν Β παντί τω Γ τό δι Α τινι τω Γ, έσται διίξαι τό Λ Γ όταν ληφθτ) τό μιν Γ παιτι τω Β ύπάρχιιν τό δι Α τινι. ιί γαρ τό Γ παντί τω Β τό δι Α τινι τω Β, ανάγκη τό Α τινι τω Γ ύπάρχιιν {μέσον τό Β).
Και όταν ἦ ή μιν κατηγορικη ή δι στιρητικη, so καθόλου δ* ή κατηγορική, διιχθησιται ή ιτέρα. ύπαρχέτω γάρ τό Β παντι τω Γ, τό δἐ Α τινι μή ύπαρχέτω* συμπέρασμα ότι τό Α τινι τω Β ούχ
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A applies to some of that to some of which Β does not apply.®
VII.	In the third figure, when both premisses are Redprocai assumed as universal, reciprocal proof is impossible ; the ttiird for the universal statement can only be proved by fislire· means of universal statements, and in this figure the conclusion is always particular ; so that it is evident that the universal premiss cannot be proved at all by means of this figure. If, however, one premiss is universal and the other particular, reciprocal proof will sometimes be possible and sometimes not. When both premisses are assumed as affirmative, and the universal relation is attached to the minor extreme, it will be possible; but not when the universal relation is attached to the other extreme. For let A apply to all C, and Β to some C. The conclusion is AB, Then if C is assumed to apply to all A, it is proved that C applies to some B, but not that Β applies to some C.
It may be urged that if C applies to some Β, Β must also apply to some C ; but ‘ X applies to Y ’ is not the same as ‘ Y applies to X ’ ; we must make the further assumption that if X applies to some Υ, Y also applies to some X ; and if we assume this, the syllogism is no longer effected by means of the conclusion and the other premiss. But if Β applies to all C, and A to some C, the premiss AC can be proved after assuming that C applies to all and A to some B. For if C applies to all B, and A to some Β, A must apply to some Β. Β is the middle term.
When one premiss is affirmative and the other negative, and the affirmative premiss is universal, the other can be proved. For let Β apply to all C, and let A not apply to some C. The conclusion is that A
e CL 58 a 29, b 9.
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ΰτταρχα. έάν ουν προσληφΰη τό Γ παντί τῷ Β ἐπ-άρχιιν, ανάγκη το Α τινι τώ Γ μη υπάρχαν (μέσον το Β). όταν δ* * η στερητική καθόλου γένηταχ ου » δ(ίκνυτ αι η Ιτ (ρα, d μη ακπτιρ έπί rwv nportpov, (άν ληφθη ω τούτο τινι μη νπάρχα θάτ(ρον τινι ύπάρχιιν, οΓον d το μίν Α μηδ*νί τω Γ τἀ δὲ Β τινι· συμπέρασμα ότι τό Α τινι τω Β ούχ ύπάρχα. έαν ουν ληφθη ω το Α τινι μὴ υπάρχα το Γ τινι νπάρχαν, αι·αγκη το Γ τινι τῶν Β υπάρχαν. 90 άλλως δ’ ούκ Ιστιν άντιστρέφοιτα τὴν καθόλου πρό τασιν δΰξαι την ιτέραν ουδαμώς γάρ ισται συλλογισμός.
Φανερόν ουν ότι ἐν μιν τω πρωτψ σχηματι η δι* αλληλων διίξις διά τε του τρίτου καί Siα του πρώτου γίγΐ’(ται σχήματος. κατηγορικοΰ μίν γαρ όιτος του συμπέρασματος δια του πρώτον, στιρητι-κοΰ δι διά του έσχατον Λα/ιβάνεται γαρ ω το ντο μηδινι θάτιρον παι-τί υπάρχαν. ἐν δί τω μέσω καθόλου μίν οντος του συλλογισμού δι αυτόν τε και διά του πρώτου σχήματος, όταν 3* ἐν μέρει, 3ι' αυτού τε *αί του έσχάτου. tv δ( τω τριτω δι «ο αυτόν πάιτις. φαιτρόν δί και ότι ἐν τῷ τριτω καί τω μέσω οι μη δι" αυτών γιγιάμανι συλλογισμοί η ούκ ασί κατά την κύκλω δ(ΐξιν η άτ(λ(ΐς.
19 b VIII. Τό 5* άιτιστρέφ(ΐν ἐστι τἀ ρετατιθέντα τό συμπέρασμα ποκιν τον συλλογισμόν ότι η τό άκρον τω μέσω ονχ υπάρξιι η τούτο τῷ τ(λ(υταΙω. ανάγκη γαρ του συμπιράσματος άντιστραφέντος % και της έτέρας μινουσης προτάσ(ως άναιριΙσθαι
*	58 a 29. b 9, 87.
*	C/. 58 b 22-27. 50 a 6-14.
*	i.e. changing its quality, with or without change of 448
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does not apply to some B. Then if it is further assumed that C applies to all B, it must follow that A does not apply to some C. The middle term is B. But when the negative premiss is universal, the other cannot be proved, unless, as in the previous examples,0 it is assumed that where one term does not apply to some, the other does apply to some. E.g., if it is assumed that A applies to no C, and Β to some C, the conclusion is that A does not apply to some B. Then if it is assumed that C applies to some of that to some of which A does not apply, C must apply to some B. It is impossible in any other way by converting the universal premiss to prove the other, for in no case will there be a syllogism.
Thus it is evident that in the first figure reciprocal proof is effected both by the third and by the first figure ; by the first when the conclusion is affirmative, and by the last when it is negative ; for it is assumed that where one term applies to none, the other applies to all. In the middle figure, when the syllogism is universal, reciprocal proof is possible both by that figure itself and by the first figure ; when it is particular, both by that figure and by the last. In the third figure all proofs are by the figure itself. It is also evident that in the third and middle figures such syllogisms as are not effected by these figures themselves are either incompatible with circular proof or imperfect.5
VIII.	Converting a syllogism consists in reversingc the conclusion and so constructing the syllogism that either the major extreme will not apply to the middle or the latter will not apply to the last term. For if the conclusion is converted and one premiss remains
quantity. The same meaning attaches (in this and the two following chapters) to ‘ converting.’
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την Aoimjv ο γαρ έσται, και το συμπέρασμα (σται. όιαφόρέΐ Si τό άιτικαμένως η έναντίως αντιστρέ-φέιν το συμπέρασμα* * ού γάρ ὁ αντος γίγνέται συλλογισμός (κατόριος άντιστραφέντος’ δῆλον δἐ τοΰτ’ εσται δια τών ίπομίνων (λέγω δ* αντικέισθαι ίο μιν το παιπι τω ου παντι και το τινι τω ούόένί, έναντίως Si το παντι τω ουδοί και το τινι τω ου τινι νπάρχ(ΐν).
"Έστω γαρ δέ&έΐγμέ\·ον το Α κατα του Γ δια μισόν τον H. e» Βη το Α ληφθέίη μηδέν! τω Γ υπήρχαν τω Si Β παχτί, ούδο-ί τω Γ ύπάρζέΐ τό Β. και (ι το μιν Α μηόινί τω Γ τό Si Β παντι τῷ Γ, H το Α ου παιτι τω Β και ούχί όλως ονδένί· ου γαρ έ8έίκιττο το καόόλου δια του έσχατον σχήματος, ολως Si την προς τψ μαζονι άκρω πρότασις ονκ ἐστιν άνασκιυάσαι καθόλου δι α της αντίστροφης· άέΐ γαρ αναιρ<ϊται Sia του τρίτον σχήματος· αναγκη γαρ προς τό έσχατον άκρον αμφοτίρας λαβέϊν τας -ο προτάσας.
Και έί στέρητικός ό συλλογισμός ωσαύτως. SέSέtχθω γαρ τό Α μηS€^·ι τω Γ ύπαρχέιν δια τον Β. ονκονν έαν ληφ&η τό Α τω Γ παντι ύπαρχέ ιν τω Si Β μηScι·ί, ούδενί τών Γ τό Β ύπαρζέΐ' καί έί τό Α και τό Β παιτι τῷ Γ, τὸ Α τινι τω Β* άλλ’ οῖδενι ύπηρχέν.
11 Έαν 5* άντικέΐμύνως αντίστροφη τό συμπέρασμα, και οι συλλογισμοί άντικέίμέίοι καί ου καθόλου έσοιται· γίγνέται γαρ η έΤέρα πρότασις έν μέρέι, ware καί τό συμπέρασμα έσται κατά μέρος, έστω γό,ρ κατηγορικός ό συλλογισμός, καί αντιστρέφό-
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as before, the remaining premiss must be invalidated ; for if it is to be valid, the conclusion must also be valid. It makes a difference, however, whether we reverse the conclusion in the contradictory or in the contrary sense ; for we do not get the same syllogism by both modes of reversal. This will be clear from the following explanation. (By the contradictory of Contradic-* applying to all ’ I mean ‘ not applying to all,’ and of jj^trary ‘ applying to some ’ ‘ applying to none ’ ; whereas the conversion. contrary of ‘ applying to all ’ is ‘ applying to none,’ and of ‘ applying to some ’ is ‘ not applying to some.’) a
Let us take it as proved, by means of the middle First flgura term B, that A is stated of all C. Then supposing that A is assumed to apply to no C, but to all Β, Β will syllogisms, apply to no C. And if A applies to no C, but Β applies conwrsTon7 to all C, A will not apply to all Β ; but it does not at all follow that it will apply to no B, for, as we have seen,b the universal statement cannot be proved by the last figure. In general it is impossible to invalidate the major premiss universally by conversion, because the refutation is always by the third figure, since we must assume both premisses in relation to the last extreme.
The same also holds if the syllogism is negative.
Let it be proved, by means of the middle term B, that A applies to no C. Then if A is assumed to apply to all C, but to no Β, Β will apply to no C. And if A and Β apply to all C, A will apply to some Β ; but ex kypothesi it applies to none.
If, however, the conclusion is converted in the (?) Contra-contradictory sense, the syllogisms will also be con- Aversion, tradictory, and not universal ; for one premiss becomes particular, and so the conclusion will also be particular. For let the syllogism be affirmative, and
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bo σθω ούτως. ούκοΰν ει το	Α	οι)	παντι τῷ Γ τῷ
δἐ	Β παντί, το Β ου παντι	τω	Γ*	και ει τὸ μῖν Α
μή τταντί τω Γ το δἐ Β τταντί, τό Α ου παντι τῷ Β. ομοίως δἐ και ει στερητικός 6 συλλογισμός. <ἰ γάρ τό Λ τινι τῷ Γ υπάρχει τῷ 3ἐ Β μηόςνί, τό Β	τινι τώ Γ οὺς νπάρξει,	οὺς άπλῶς οὑδοέ* /cal
s& «ί	τό μῖν Λ τῷ Γ τινι τό	δἐ	Β	παντι, ώσπερ ἐν
ὲνΧΤ? έλή4*θη, τὸ Α τινι τω Β ύπάρξει.
Ή ττι Sc τῶν ἐν μερει συλλογισμών όταν μὲν άντικειμέι*ως αιπιστρεφηται τό συμπέρασμα άναι-ροΰιται άμφότεραι αι προτάσεις, όταν δ* έναντίως «ο ούδετε'ρα. οί γάρ ἔτι συμβαίνει, καθάπερ εν τοι? καθόλου, amipiiv ελλείπ οντος του συμπεράσματος •ο · κατά τῆ ν αντκττροφήν, ἀλλ* οὑδ* ὁλιος αναιρεΐν. δεδείχθω γαρ τό Α κατά τινος του Γ. ούκοΰν αν ληφθη τό Α μηδτνι τω Γ ύπάρχειν τό δἐ Β τινι, τό Α τῷ Β τινι οὐχ ύπάρζει· και εἰ τὸ Α μηδενι τῷ Γ τῷ δἐ Β τταντί, οι·δενι τῷ Γ τὸ Β· ώστ* *αι·αιρουνται άμφότεραι. έα.ν δ* έιαντίως άντι-στραφή, ουδέτερα. «ἐ γαρ τό Α τινι τῷ Γ μἡ υπάρχει τω δε Β παιτὰ τἀ Β τινι τω Γ οὐτ υπάρξει. αλλ* οῶτω άναιρεΓται τό cf αρχής, ἐνδἐγεται τῆ) τινὶ ύττάρχίιν και τινι μή υπάρχωιν. της δε καθόλου της ΑΒ δλω? ουδἐ γιγι·εται συλλογισμός* ει πὸρ ίο τό μεν Α τινι τών Γ μή ύπαρχει τό δἐ Β τινι ύπάρχει, ούδετέρα καθόλου των προτάσεων, ομοίως δε και ει στερητικός ο συλλογισμός’ ει μῖν πὸρ ληφθείη τό Α τταντί τω Γ ύπαρχε ιν, αναιρούνται άμφότεραι, ει δἐ τινι, ούδετέρα· άπόδειξις δ9 ή αύτη.
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let it be converted in the sense just described. Then if A does not apply to all C, but applies to all Β, Β will not apply to all C. And if A does not apply to all C, but Β does, A will not apply to all B. Similarly too if the syllogism is negative. For if A applies to some C but to no Β, Β will not apply to some C ; it will not apply absolutely to none. And if A applies to some and Β to all C, as was originally assumed, A will apply to some B.
In the case of particular syllogisms, (1) when the conclusion is converted in the contradictory sense, both premisses are refuted ; but (2) when it is converted in the contrary sense, neither premiss is refuted. For the result is no longer, as it was in the universal syllogisms, a refutation in which the conclusion after conversion lacks universality ; on the contrary, there is no refutation at all. (1) Let it be proved that A is stated of some C. Then if A is assumed to apply to no C but to some Β, A will not apply some B. And if A applies to no C but to all Β, Β will apply to no C. Thus both premisses are refuted. But (2) if the conclusion is converted in the contrary sense, neither is refuted. For if A does not apply to some C, but applies to all Β, Β will not apply to some C. Yet the original assumption is not yet refuted, because it is possible to apply to some and yet not to apply to some. As for the universal premiss AB, no syllogism at all can be obtained to refute it ; for if A does not and Β does apply to some G, neither premiss is universal. Similarly too if the syllogism is negative. For if A is assumed to apply to all C, both premisses are refuted ; but if to some C, neither is refuted. The proof is the same as before.
B. Particular syllogisms. Refutation is possible by contradictory, but not by contrary conversion.
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is IX. Έν Si τῷ &€ντέρω σχηματι τὴν μὲν η ρος rat μείζονι άκρο πρότασιν ονκ έστιν ανελεῖν cvav-τιως, όποηρωσουν της αντιστροφής γιγιομένης-αει γάρ (σται τό συμπέρασμα tv τῷ τρίτω ετχηματι, καθόλου 3* * ονκ ήν ἐν τοάτω συλλογισμός, την 5* (τέραν ομοίως αναιρήσομη· τή αντιστροφή (λόγω Si to τό ομοίως, tt μιν έι-αντίως αντιστρέφεται, ει·αντιως, (ϊ 8 άιτικίΐμέιως, άιτικίΐμέιως).
Ύπαρχέτω γαρ τό Α παχτι τω Β τῷ Si Γ pjjScvl· συμπέρασμα ΙΪΓ. (αν ουν ληφθή τό Β παντί τω Γ tmdpxtiv και τό Λ Β μειῃ, τό Α παντί τῷ Γ (map-f«i* γίγ\*ται γόο τό πρώτον σχήμα. €i Si τό Β is παιτι τω Ρ τό Si Α μηό*νι τω Γ, το Α ου παντί τῷ Β· σχήμα τό έσχατον, «αν S* άισικειμένως άντιστ ραά*ή τό Β Γ, ἡ /ιἐν Α Β ομοίως ό<ιχθήσ€ται, ή Si Α Γ αντίκ t ιμένως. tl γαρ τό Β τινι τῷ Γ τἀ Si Α μηS€vι τω Γ, τό Α τινι τῷ Β οἐχ υπάρξει. 60 πάλιν tl τό Β τα·ι τω Γ τό Si Α παντί τω Β, τἀ Α τα'ί τω Γ, ώστ* άισικίΐμέιως γίγνίταί ο συλλογισμός. ομοίως Si StιχOήσtτaι καὶ tl αι·απαλιν έχοιεν αι προτάσεις.
Ει S' (στιν (πί μέρους ο συλλογισμός, έναντίως μεν άιτ ιστρεφομένον του συμπεράσματος ούόετέρα w των πpoτάσtωv αναιρείται, καθάπερ ovS* έν τω πράττω σχηματι, άντικειμένως S* άμφότεραι. κεισθω γα,ρ τό Α τω μεν Β μηόενι νπάρχειν τῷ Si Γ τινι· συμπέρασμα ΒΓ. (αν συν τεθή τό Β τινι τῷ Γ ύπάρχιιν και τό ΑΒ μένη, συμπέρασμα (σται ότι τό Α τινι τω Γ ούχ υπάρχει, ἀλλ* ούκ άνήρη-τοι τό (ξ αρχής* (νΒέχεται γαρ τινι νπάρχειν καί
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IX.	In the second figure, in whichever sense the conversion is effected, the major premiss cannot be refuted in the contrary sense ; for the conclusion will always be obtained in the third figure, and we have seen a that in it there is no universal syllogism. The other premiss, however, can be refuted in the same sense as the conversion. By ‘ in the same sense ’ I mean that if the conversion is contrary the refutation is in the contrary sense, and if contradictory, in the contradictory sense.
For example, let A apply to all Β but to no C. The conclusion is BC. Then if Β is assumed to apply to all C, and AB stands, A will apply to all C ; for we get the first figure. But if Β applies to all C, and A to no C, A will not apply to all B. This is the last figure. If on the other hand BC is converted in the contradictory sense, AB will be proved b as before, but AC will be refuted by its contradictory. For if Β applies to some C, and A to no C, A will not apply to some Β ; and again if Β applies to some C, and A to all Β, A will apply to some C, so that we get a conclusion in the contrary sense. The proof will be similar also if the premisses are in the opposite relation.
If, however, the syllogism is particular, when the conclusion is converted in the contrary sense, neither of the premisses is refuted, just as neither was refuted in the first figure c ; but when in the contradictory sense, both are refuted. For let it be supposed that A applies to no Β but to some C. The conclusion is
BC.	Then if Β is taken to apply to some C, and AB stands, the conclusion will be that A does not apply to some C. But the original premiss is not refuted ; for it is possible both to apply to some and not to
c 59 b 39—60 a 1, 60 a 5-14.
Conversion iri the second figure.
Universal
syllogisms.
Particular
syllogisms.
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ίο μή ύπάρχην. πάλιν ὡ τ6 Β τινι τῷ Γ καὶ τἀ Λ τινι τῷ Γ, ούκ έσται συλλογισμός* ούδέτιρον γάρ eo b καθόλου των (ίλημμένων ώστ* ούκ άναιρ(ΐταΛ το ΛΒ. (αν δ* άντικημέιχυς άντιοττρέφηται, αναιρούνται. άμφότ(ραι. (Ι γαρ το Β παντί τῷ Γ το 8ἐ Α μηΒ(ΐ·ι το) Β, ούδετί τψ Γ τό Λ* ήν δὲ τινί. πάλιν (ι το Β παντι τώ Γ τό δἐ Α τινι τῷ Γ, τινι τῷ ι Β τἀ Λ. η αύτη δ* άπό8(ι(ις και α το κ·αῦὁλου κατηγορικόν.
Χ. Έπί 5ἐ του τρίτου σχήματος όταν μιν έναν-τίως αιτιστρέφηται το συμπέρασμα, ο υστέρα τῶν προτάσιων άι·αι/χῖται κατ* ονδένα τῶν συλλογισμών, αταν δ* άιτικιιμέιως, ά^ιφόπραι καὶ (ν ίο άπασιν. δ(δ(ίχθω γαρ το Α τινι τῷ Β ύπαρχον, μέσον δ* (ίλήφθω το Γ, ἐστιοσαν 5ἐ καθόλου αι πρότασις, ούκονν έαν ληφθη το Α τινι τῷ Β μη ύπάρχαν το δι II narri τῷ Γ, οι) γίγντται συλλογισμό>ς του Α καί του Γ. ουδ’ ει τἀ Α τῷ μὲν Β τινι μὴ νπάρχη τῷ δἐ Γ τταιπὸ ούκ «σται του Β ϋ και του Γ συλλογισμός, ομοίως δ( δ(ΐχθησ€ται και (ί μή καθόλου αι πρότασης, ή γαρ άμφοτέρας ανάγκη κατά μέρος c Uni δια της αντίστροφης, ή το καθόλου προς τω έλάττονι άκρω γίγν(σθαι· οντω δ’ ούκ ήν συλλογισμός ουτ* έν τῷ πράττω σχήματι ουτ* ευ τ<μ μέσω.
Έαν δ’ άιτικημένως αντιστρέφηται,1 αι πρστά-to σης αναιρούνται άμφότίραι. (ί γαρ το Α μτηδη'ι τώ Β τό 8( Β παντί τω Γ, τἀ Α ούδ<νί τω Γ* πάλιν (ί τό Α τω μ*ν Β μηόηΊ τω δ( Γ παντι, τό Β ονδηχ τῷ Γ. και (ί ή έτέρα μή καθόλου ώσαυτιος. «ἰ
1 αι-τιστρίφητα* Philoponus (?), Jcnkinsont imarpi^tarra» codd.
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apply to some. Again, if Β applies to some C and A to some C, there will be no syllogism ; for neither of the assumptions is universal. Thus AB is not refuted.
If, however, the conclusion is converted in the contradictory sense, both premisses are refuted. For if Β applies to all C and A to no Β, A will apply to no C ; whereas before it applied to some. Again, if Β applies to all C and A to some C, A will apply to some B. The proof will be the same too if the universal statement is affirmative.
X.	In the third figure, when the conclusion is con- Third figure, verted in the contrary sense, neither premiss is re- js not by futed in any syllogism ; but when in the contradictory sense, both are refuted in all syllogisms. For let it be by con-proved that A applies to some B, and let C be assumed J^epXon. as the middle term, and let the premisses be universal, (i) in Then if A is assumed not to apply to some B, and Β to a rmatlve apply to all C, we get no syllogism relating A and C.
Again, if A does not apply to some B, but applies to all C, there will be no syllogism relating Β and C.
There will also be a similar proof if the premisses are not universal ; for either both premisses must be particular as the result of conversion, or the universal statement must become attached to the minor extreme ; and under these conditions there is no syllogism, as we have seen,0 either in the first or in the middle figure.
If, however, the conclusion is converted in the contradictory sense, both premisses are refuted. For if A applies to no B, and Β to all C, A will apply to no C.
Again, if A applies to no Β but to all C, Β will apply to no C. The same also holds if the other premiss is
e 26 a 17-21, 27 a 4-12.
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γαρ τό Α μηδέν! τώ Β το δε Β τινι τῷ Γ, Τὺ Α α τινι τω Γ ούχ υπάρξει- ει 3ἐ τἀ Α τω μὲν Β μηδέν! τω δε Γ παντί, ούδενί τῷ Γ τἀ Β.
* Ομοίως 3ἐ και εί στερητικός ο συλλογισμός, δεδείχθω γαρ τό Α τινι τω Β μη ύπαρχον, έστω δε κατηγορικόν μεν τό Β Γ αποφατικόν Οἐ τό Α Γ* ούτω γαρ εγίγνετο 6 σνλλογισμός. όταν μεν ούν τό εναντίον ληφθη τω συμπεράσματι, ούκ εσται to συλλογισμός, ει γαρ τό Α τινι τω Β τό δε Β παντί τω Γ, ούκ ὑν συλλογισμός του Α καί του Γ. ούδ' ει τό Α τινι τῷ Β τῷ δἐ Γ μηδενί, ούκ ὖν τον Β καί του Γ συλλογισμός· ώστε ούκ αναιρούνται αι προτάσεις, όταν δἐ τό άντικείμενον, αναιρούνται. •ι ει γαρ τό Α παντί τω Β και τό Β τῷ Γ, το Α παντί τω Γ* άλλ* ούδενί νττηρχεν. πάλιν ει τό Α παντί τω Β τῷ 5ἐ Γ μηδενί, τό Β ονδενὶ τῷ Γ* άλλα παντί νττηρχεν. ομοίως δείκνυται καί ει μη καθόλου εισιν αι προτάσεις, γίγνεται γαρ τό Α Γ καθόλου τε καί στερητικόν, θάτερον 3* ἐνὶ μέρους και κατηγορικόν. ει μεν ούν τό Α παντί τψ Β τό δε Β τινι τψ Γ, τό Α τινι τῷ Γ συμβαίνει· άλλ' ούδενί ύπηρχεν. πάλιν ει τό Α παντί τῷ Β β*» τω δι Γ μηδενι, τό Β ούδενί τω Γ* εκειτο δἐ τινι, ει δε τό Α τινι τοι Β καί τό Β τινὶ τω Γ, ου γίγνεται συλλογισμός* ούδ* ει τό Α τινι τῷ Β τῷ δε Γ μηδεί’ί, ούδ* ούτως, ώστ* εκείνους μεν αναιρούνται, ο vt ω δ* ούκ άχαιρούνται αι προτάσεις. β Φανερόν ούν δια των είρημενων πώς αντιστρεφόμενου τού συμπεράσματος εν εκάστω σχήματι γίγΐ’εται συλλογισμός, καί ποτ* εναντίους τη προ-
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not universal. For if A applies to no B, and Β to some C, A will not apply to some C. And if A applies to no B, but to all C, Β will apply to no C.
Similarly too if the syllogism is negative. Let it be proved that A does not apply to some B, and let syllogisms. BC be affirmative and AC negative ; for this, as we have seen,® is how the syllogism is effected. Then when the contrary of the conclusion is assumed, there will be no syllogism. For if A applies to some B, and Β to all C, there is no syllogism, as we have seen,b relating A and C. Also if A applies to some B, but to no C, there is no syllogism, as we have seen,® relating Β and C. Thus the premisses are not refuted.
But when the contradictory of the conclusion is assumed, they are refuted. For if A applies to all B, and Β to C, A will apply to all C ; whereas before it applied to none. Again, if A applies to all B, but to no C, Β will apply to no C ; whereas before it applied to all. There is a similar proof also if the premisses are not universal ; for AC becomes both universal and negative, and the other statement particular and affirmative. Thus if A applies to all B, and Β to some C, it follows that A applies to some C ; whereas before it applied to none. Again, if A applies to all B, but to no C, Β will apply to no C ; but the assumption was that it applies to some. If, however, A applies to some B, and Β to some C, we get no syllogism ; nor do we if A applies to some Β but to no C. Thus in the former case the premisses are refuted, but in the latter they are not.
Thus it is evident from the foregoing account (1) Summary of how syllogism is effected in each figure when the obtained ίη conclusion is converted, (2) in what circumstances the chs· viii·-*·
b 26 a 30-36.
1 27 b 6-8.
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1 *	,	ι	# ι «	'	% m	9	\	Α
τααει και ποτ αντιχιιμιιχυς, και on εν μεν τῳ πρωτω σχηματι δια του μέσου καί τοΰ έσχατον γίγνονται οί συλλογισμοί, και ή μεν ιτ ρος τῷ ίο έλάττονι άκρ<ρ αει δια τοΰ μισόν αναιρείται, ἡ δε προς τω μιίζονι διά τοΰ ισχάτον εν δέ rep διντέρω δια του πρώτου και του ισχάτον, καί ὴ μὲν πρός τῷ ιλάττονι άκρω αει δῶ του πρώτον σχήματος, η δι προς τῷ μιίζονι δια τοΰ ισχάτον* ἐν δ< τῷ τρίτα) διά τοΰ πριατου και διά τοΰ ρέσου, και η ιι μιν προς τῷ μιίζονι διά τοΰ πρώτου αει, ὴ δι προς τω έλάττονι διά τοΰ μισόν.
XI.	Τί μιν οΰν ιστί το αντιστρέφει* και πως ιν έκάστω σχήματι καί τις γίγνεται συλλογισμός, φανιρόν.
Ό δι διά τοΰ άδινάτου συλλογισμός δεί-π κννται μιν όταν ἡ άιπίφασις TiOfj τοΰ σνμπιρά-σματος και προσληφθη άλλη πρότασις, γίγι*εται δ* ιν άπασι τοις σχήμασιν όμοιον γάρ έστι τη άνη-στροφή, πλην διαφέρει τοσοΰτον ση αντιστρέφεται μιν γιγιΐ'ημέΐ'ου σνλλσ/ισμοΰ και ειλημμένων άμφοιν των προτάσιων, άπάγιται δ* εις αδύνατον ν> ου προομολογηΟέντος τοΰ άιτικιιμένου πρότερον, αλλά φανερού οντος ότι αληθές* οι δ* όροι ομοίως ιχονσιν ιν άμφοΐν, και η αντη λήφις αμφοτέρων. οϊον ει τό Α τφ Β παντι υπάρχει, μέσον δι το Γ, ιάν νπατιθη τό Α η μη παντι η μηδενι τω Β ύπάρχιιν, τω δι Γ παντι, όπιρ ἡν αληθές, ανάγκη •ο τό Γ τω Β η μηδινι η μη παντι υπάρχειν. τούτο 5* αδύνατον, ώστε φιΰδος τό ύποτεθέν· αληθές άρα τό αντικείμενου, ομοίως δι και έπι των άλλων
• »\ε. the conclusion whov contradictory Is assumed as a premis8 for the process of reduction.
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conclusion is the contrary and in what the contradictory of the original premiss, and (3) that in the first figure the syllogisms are effected by means of the middle and last figures, and the minor premiss is always refuted by the middle figure and the major by the last ; in the second figure they are effected by the first and the last, and the minor premiss is always refuted by the first and the major by the last ; and in the third figure the syllogisms are effected by the first and middle figures, and the major premiss is always refuted by the first and the minor by the middle figure.
XI. Thus it is evident what conversion is, and how it is effected in each figure, and what the resulting syll°gism is.
A syllogism per impossible is proved by positing proof per the contradictory of the conclusion and assuming an additional premiss. It is effected in all three figures, with con-It is similar to conversion, but differs from it to this versl0Q‘ extent: that whereas we convert after a syllogism has been effected and both premisses have been assumed, when we reduce ad hnpossibile the contradictory statement ° is not first explicitly admitted, but is manifestly true. The terms, however, are similarly related in both, and the method of assumption is the same for both. E.g., if A applies to all B, and C is the middle term, if we suppose that A does not apply to all or applies to none of B, but applies to all C, which is ex hypothesi true, C must apply to none or not apply to all of B. But this is impossible ; therefore the supposition was false. Thus the opposite b is true. Similarly too in the other figures ;
b i.e. the contradictory.
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σχημάτων όσα γάρ αντιστροφήν δέχεται, καί τον δια του αδυνάτου συλλογισμόν.
Τἀ μῖν ονν άλλα πρόβλημα τα πάντα htitcwrax ν. δια του αδυνάτου tv πάσι τοΐς σχημασι, το δί καθόλου κατηγορικόν tv μίν τω μι σ ψ και τω τρίτψ δίΐκΐ'υται, tv δί τω πράττω ον δίικνιττοι, xmOKti-σθω γάρ το Α τψ Β μη παντι η μηδίνι ύπάρχ€ιν, καί προσίίλι'ιφΰω άλλη πρότασις όπστίρωθενονν, tirt ίο τω Α παιτί ύπάρχαν το Γ είτε το Β παντι τω Δ* ούτω γάρ ἀν (ίη τό πρώτον σχήμα, (ι μίν ούν νπόκίΐται μη παντι ύπάρχίΐν το Λ τῷ Β, ου για b γνεται συλλογισμός όποτιρωθ(ΐ·ούν της προτάσίως λαμβανομόνης, d δε μηδtvt, όταν μίν η ΒΔ προσ-ληφΰη, συλλογισμός μίν όσται του φίόδονς, ου δίίκνυται Si τό προκίίμίΐον. ti γάρ τἀ Α μηδενι τω Β τό δί Β παντι τω Δ, τἀ Α ονδτνι τω Δ. α τούτο δ* ((ττω αδυι·ατον φίύδος άρα το μηδςνι τω Β τό Λ ΰπάρχίΐν. άλλ* ούκ ti το μηδ*νι φίύδος το παντι άληθίς. ίάν δ* ή ΓΑ προσληφθη, ου γίγν€ται συλλογισμός, ούδ* όταν νποτίθη μη παντι τῷ Β τό Λ ύπάρχαν ωση φαικρόν ότι το παντι νπάρχίΐν ίο ου δ(ίκνυται iv τῷ πράττω σχηματι δια του αδυνάτου.
Τό δί γε τιΐ'ί και τό μηδη·ι καί μη παντι δεί-κηπαι. ύποκα'σθω γάρ το Α μηδίνι τω Β νπάρ-χ(ΐν, τό δί Β tιληφθω παντι η τινι τῷ Γ. ούκονν ανάγκη τό Α μηδαί η μη παιτι τψ Γ ύπάρχαν. τούτο δ* αδύνατον (ίστω γάρ άληθίς καί φανίρον Ιδ ότι παντι ύπάρχ(ι τω Γ τό Α),1 ωστ ti τούτο φίύδος, ανάγκη τό Α τινι τω Β υπάρχων, ίάν δί 462
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for all examples which admit of conversion admit also of inference per impossibile.
All other propositions are demonstrable per im~ Universal possibile in all three figures, but the universal affirrna- propositions tive, though demonstrable in the middle and third cannot be figures, is not demonstrable in the first. Let us Suction suppose that A does not apply to all, or applies to none, j? first of Β ; and let us also assume another premiss relating to either term, either that C applies to all A or that Β applies to all D ; for in this way we shall have the first figure. Now if we have supposed that A does not apply to all B, we get no syllogism, to whichever of the two terms the assumed premiss refers ; but if we have supposed that A applies to no Β, (1) when BD is further assumed, although we can argue to a false conclusion, the point to be proved is not demonstrated. For if A applies to no B, and Β to all D,
A will apply to no D. Let this be impossible. Then it is false that A applies to no B. But if * A applies to no Β ’ is false, it does not follow that ‘ A applies to all Β ’ is true. (2) And if CA is further assumed, we get no syllogism, just as we get none when A is assumed not to apply to all B. Thus it is evident that the universal affirmative proposition is not demonstrable per impossibile in the first figure.
The universal negative proposition, however, and Proof of the the particular, whether affirmative or negative, are demonstrable. Let A be assumed to apply to no B, and let Β be taken to apply to all or some of C.
Then it necessarily follows that A applies to none, or does not apply at all, of C. But this is impossible (for let it be true and evident that A applies to all C) ; then if this is false, A must apply to some B. 1
1 Ιστω ... το A uncinis interpunxit Waitz.
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βι b
προς τῷ* Α ληφΰτ) ή ἐτ/ρα πρότασις, ονκ εσται συλλογισμός* οί*δ’ όταν τό ααιτίον τῷ συμπ(ρή-σ μάτι ύποτιθη, όΐον το τινι μη υπήρχαν, φαντρόν ουν ότι τό αιτικάμαρον (ητοθιτιον.
Πάλιν ύποκ(ίσΟω τό Α τινι τῷ Β υπήρχαν, to cίληφΟω Bi τό Γ παντι τῷ Λ. ανήγκη ουν τό Γ τινι τα» Β ύπάρχειν. το Οτ ο Β* ΐσην αδύνατον, ωστ* φ(ύΒος τό ύποτιθίν (ί 3* ούτως, αληθίς τό μηΒτνί υπήρχαν, ομοίως hi κ·αι e» σηρητιχόν ίλήφθη τό ΡΑ. «ί δ* η προς τω Β (ίληπται πρότασις, ούκ (σται συλλογισμός, iav Bi τό ἐι·αιτίον ύποπθη, ΙΛ συλλογισμός μιν (σται και τό αΒνι·ατον, ου Bft-κινται hi τό προτιΟίν. ύποκιίσΟω γαρ παιτι τψ Β τό Α υπήρχαν, καί τό Γ τ<μ Α ειλήφ$ω παντί. ούκοΰν αιάγκη τό Γ παιτι τψ Β υπήρχαν, τούτο δ* άδιή-ατον, ωσπ φ(0όος τό παντί τψ Β τἀ Α υπήρχαν. αλΧ ο υπ ω γε αναγκαχον, ιί μη παντί, ^ μηΒ(νι υπήρχαν, ομοίως hi καί fi προς τῷ Β ληφθιίη η Ιτ (ρα πρότασις* συλλογισμός μχν γαρ (σται καί τό άδιη·ατον, ονκ αναιρείται δ* η ύπόθ(σις, ώστε τό άιτικιίμαον ύποθίτίον.
ΓΙρόν hi τό μη παιτι hil(aι ύπήρχον τψ Β τό Α νποΟ(Τ(ον παιτι υπήρχαν (ι γα,ρ τό Α παντί τψ Β υ και τό Γ παιτι τψ Α, τό Γ π αντί τψ Β* ωστ fl τούτο αδύνατο»·, φινόος τό ύπσηθίν. ομοίως δὲ και α προς τψ Β (ληφ&η η ιτ (ρα πρότασις, και ft σπρητικόν ἡν τό ΓΛ ωσαύτως’ καί γαρ ουτω γιγι·εται συλλογισμός. iav Bi προς τω Β ἦ το σπρητικόν, oi>hiv Bfitcvvrai. iav Bi μη παντι 1
1 τώ I3C, WaiU: τό Α.
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But if the other premiss assumed is attached to A, there will be no syllogism ; nor when the contrary of the conclusion is assumed, viz., that A does not opply to some B. Thus it is evident that we must assume the contradictory of the conclusion.
Again, let it be supposed that A applies to some B, and let C be assumed to apply to all A. Then C must apply to some B. Let this be impossible, so that the supposition is false. But if this is so, it is true that A applies to no B. Similarly too if the assumed premiss CA had been negative. But if the premiss attached to Β is assumed, there will be no syllogism. If, however, the contrary proposition is assumed, there will be a syllogism and an argument per impossibile, but the proposition is not demonstrable. Let it be supposed that A applies to all B, and let C be assumed to apply to all A. Then C must apply to all B. But this is impossible ; and so it is false that A applies to all B. But it is not ipso facto necessary that if it does not apply to all, it applies to none. Similarly too supposing that the other premiss assumed is attached to Β ; for there will be a syllogism and an argument per impossibile, but the hypothesis is not refuted. Therefore we must assume the contradictory of the conclusion.
To prove that A does not apply to all Β we must suppose that it applies to all. For if A applies to all B, and C to all A, C will apply to all Β ; so that if this is impossible, the supposition is false. Similarly too if the other premiss had been attached to B. The same also holds if CA has been taken as negative ; for in this way too we get a syllogism. But if the negative proposition is attached to B, there is no demonstration. If, however, we suppose, not that
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40 άλλα τινι νπάρχ€tv νποτ(Θη, ου htiKwrai ἔτι οὑ παιτι άλλ* άτι οίδοέ. «ι γάρ τἀ Α τινὶ τῷ Β τὸ «2» 5ἐ Γ παιτι τῷ Α, τινι τῷ Β τἀ Γ ύπάρξ«». «ὶ οἐν τοΰτ* άδάιὉτον, ψ(ΰδος τἀ τινι ύπάρχ€ΐν τῷ Β τό Α, ὧστ* άληθίς το μηδ(νί. τούτου δἐ δει-X0«Vtos· προσαναιριιται το άληθΈς' το γάρ Α τῷ Β τινι μιν νττηρχ*, τινι δ* ούχ ύπηρχ€ν. ότι οι) πήρα ι την ύπόθισιν συμβαίκι τό άδάνατσν* όςνδο* yap αν €*η, tint ρ ιξ αληθών μη Έστι φ*νδος συλλογίσα· σθαι' ιΌν δ* ἐστιν άληθίς, ύπάρχα γάρ το Α τινι τω Β* ιόστ* ούχ ύποθ(τΈον τι»*» ύπάρχαν, άλλα παντί. ομοίως δι καί 1ι τινι μή ύπαρχον τω Β τἀ jo Α δ*ι/οαίοιμεν tl γαρ ταντο το τινι μη ύπάρχίΐν καί μη παντί νπάρχ(ιν§ η αντη άμφοιν άπόδίίξις* Φαιδρόν ονν ότι ου το ῖναιτίσν άλλα το άντικ*ί· μίνον ύποθίτΈον tv άπασι τοΐς σνλλσγισμοίς* ούτω γάρ τό άναγκαίον tor αι και το αξίωμα Ένδοξον. «ἰ γάρ κατά παιτός η φάσις η άπόφασις, δαχθΈντος ii ότι ούχ η άττόφασις, ανάγκη την κατάφασιν άλη· OtvtoOai- πάλιν tl μη τίθησιν άληθαπσθαι την κατάφασιν, Ένδοξον το άξιώσαι την άπόφασιν. το 8* Εναντίον οι^τΈρως άρμόττ(ΐ άξιο Ον ούτ€ γάρ αναγκαίου, tl το μηδ*νι φίΰδος, το παντι άληθΈς, οντ Ένδοξον ως tl θάτ€ρον φίύδος, ότι θάτ€ρον άληθΈς.
so XII. Φανερόν ονν ότι Έν τω πρώτω σχηματι τά
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A applies to all, but that it applies to some B, what is proved is not that it does not apply to all, but that it applies to none. For if A applies to some B, and C to all A, C will apply to some B. Then if this is impossible, it is false that A applies to some B, and therefore true that it applies to none. But by this proof the truth is refuted too ; for the supposition was that A applies to some and also does not apply to some B. Moreover the impossibility does not result from the hypothesis ; for if it did, the hypothesis would be false, since a false conclusion cannot be drawn from true premisses ; but actually it is true, because A applies to some B. Thus we must suppose, not that A applies to some B, but that it applies to all. Similarly too if we should try to prove that A does not apply to some Β ; for since ‘ not to apply to some ’ and ‘ not to apply to all ’ are the same, the proof will be the same for both.
Thus it is evident that in all syllogisms we must suppose not the contrary but the contradictory of the conclusion ; for in this way we shall secure logical necessity, and our claim will be generally admitted. For if either the assertion or the negation of a given predicate is true of every given subject, then when it is proved that the negation is not true, the affirmation must be true ; and on the other hand if it is not maintained that the affirmation is true, the claim that the negation is true will be generally admitted. But the claim that the contrary statement is true meets neither requirement : for it is not a necessary consequence that if ‘ it applies to none * is false, ‘ it applies to all * is true, nor is it generally-admitted that if the one is false the other is true.
XII.	Thus it is evident that in the first figure,
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In all cases the contradictory of the conclusion must be assumed.
Reduction in the
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μεν άλλα προβλήματα πήιτα Βείκνυται 3ιά του αδυνάτου, τό hi καθόλου καταφατικόν ον δένονται. ἐν hi τω μἐσω και τῷ εσχήτω καί τοΰτο δεικνυται. κείσθω yap τό Α μη παιτι τω Β υπήρχε ιν, <Ιλήφθω hi τω Γ παιτι υπήρχαν τό Α. ουκονν ει τῷ μεν 25 Β μἡ παι-τί τω hi Γ παιπι, ου παντι τω Β τἀ Γ. το Ch ο δ' άδάι·ατο»'· Ι στ ω yap φανερόν ότι παντι τω Β υπήρχα τό Γ, ώστε φεΰόος τό νποκειμα·ον. αληθές ήρα τό παιτι ιττήρχαν. ἐάν hi τό Εναντίον νποτεθη, συλλογισμός μῖν εσται καί τἀ ἀδὑτατον, «ο ου /ιὴι» δεῖςιτ^ται τό προτιθεν. ει γαρ τό Α μηδέν* τοι Β τώ hi Γ παντι, ovhtvl τψ Β τἀ Γ* τοΰτο δ* άδιλ·ατον, ώστε φεΐόος τό μηόενι υπήρχαν. ἀλλ* ονκ 11 τοντο φεΰόος τό παιτι αληθές.
"Oτε δε ται τω Π υπήρχα τό Α, νποκείσθω τό Α μηϊ> οι τω Β υπήρχαν, τω hi Γ παιτι ύπαρχότω. ι. αιήγκη ονν τό Γ μηό<νι τψ Β* ώστ* ει TOVT* άδυι·ατον, αιήγκη τό Α τινι τω H υπήρχαν. ἐὸν δ* ύποτεθή τινι μη υπήρχαν, ταΰτ* «σται* άπ«ρ επι του πριυτου σχήματος.
ΙΙάλιι· ύποκείσθω τό Α τινι τω Β υπάρχωιν, τω hi Γ μηhεvι ύπαρχετω. αιήγκη ονν τό Γ TU't τω Β μη υπήρχαν. άλλα παιτι ύπηρχεν, ώστε ίο φευόος τό ύποτίθόν οί·δοἀ αρα τω Β τἀ Α ιττήρζει.
Ότε δ* ου παιτι τό Α τω Β. ύποκείσθ ω παντι 62 b υπήρχαν, τω hi Γ μηόειή. αιήγκη οΰν τό Γ μηόενι τω Β ύπήρχειν. τοΰτο 5’ άδὑι·ατον, ωστ αληθές τό μη παιτι υπήρχαν, φανερόν ονν ότι 1 τ αΰτ' /σται Jcnkinson: rain' tor at.
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whereas all other propositions are demonstrable per second impossible, the universal affirmative is not so demon- figure" strable. In the middle and last figures, however, even this is demonstrable. Let A be supposed not Universal to apply to all B, and let it be assumed that A applies affirmatlve· to all C. Then if it does not apply to all B, but applies to all C, C will not apply to all B. But this is impossible. For let it be evident that C applies to all B, so that the supposition is false. Then it is true that A applies to all B. But if we adopt the contrary hypothesis, although there will be a syllogism and an argument per impossible, the proposition is not demonstrable. For if A applies to no B, but to all C, C will apply to no B. But this is impossible ; and so it is false that A applies to no Β. But it does not follow that if this is false, it is true that A applies to all B.
When A applies to some B, let it be supposed that Particular A applies to no B, but let it apply to all C. Then affirmatlve-C must apply to no B. Thus if this is impossible, A must apply to some B. If it is supposed not to apply to some, we shall have the same result as in the first figure.®
Again, let A be supposed to apply to some B, but Universal let it apply to no C. Then necessarily C does not "esatlve· aPply to some B. But originally it applied to all, and so the supposition is false. Therefore A will apply to no B.
When A does not apply to all B, let it be supposed Particular to apply to all B, but to no C. Then C must apply negatlve* to no B. But this is impossible ; and so it is true that A does not apply to all B. Thus it is evident
° 61 b 39 ff.
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πάντις οι συλλογισμοί γίγνονται Βία τον μισόν
σχήματος.
ι XIII. 'Ομοίως Bi καί Βία του ισχάτου. κιίσΰω γάρ το Α τινι τῷ Β μη ύπάρχιιν το Bi Γ παντὶ· τὺ άρα Α τινι τῷ Γ οὐτ ύπαρχο. 11 ούν τούτ α-διή-ατον, φιϋΒος το τινι μη ύπάργtv, war άληθις το παχτί. ιάν Β' ύποτιθη μηΒα·χ ύπάρχιιν, σνλλο-ιο γισμός μιν ισται καί το ἀδιη·ατον, ου Βιίχνυται Bi το προτιθιν· ιάν γαρ το ixm τ Ιον ύποτι&η, τα ύτ ισται* artp ιπι τ (ον πρότιρον. άλλα πρός τό τινι ύπάρχιιν αύτη ληπτια ὴ ύπόθισiff. ιι γαρ το Α μηΒινι τψ Β τό Bi Γ τινι τῷ Β, τό Α ου παχτί τω Γ. 11 ουν τούτο φιύΒος, αληθις το Α τινι τψ Β ύπάρχιιν.
15 *Οτ< δ* ούδοΊ τψ Β ύπάρχιι το Α, ύποκιίσΰω τινι ύπάρχιιν, ιϊλίξφΟω Bi *αι τό Γ παντι τῷ Β ύπαρχον, ονκονχ' αι-άγκη τω Γ τινι τὸ Α ύπάρχιιν. άλλ οιΒη·ι ύπηρχτν, ωστι φιύΒος τινι τω Β ιmap-χιιν το Α. cm* ο ύποτιΟη παχτί τψ Β ύπάρχιιν τό Α, ου Βιικχυται τό προτιθιν, άλλἀ προς το μἡ so παιτι ύπάρχιιν αύτη λητττύα η ύποθισις. ιί γαρ το Λ παιτι τω Β *αι τἀ Γ τινι τω Π, τό Α ύπάρχιι τινι τω Γ* τούτο Bi ονκ ἦν, ωστι ι^ινΒος τό παιτι ύπάρχιιν· it Β' ούτως, άληθις τό μη παχτί. ιον Β* ύποτιθη τινι ύπάρχιιν, ταντ* ισται* α καί ιπι των προιιρημινων.
25 Φαι·εμόν ούν ότι ιν άπασι τοις δῶ τον άΒυνάτου συλλογισμοί ς τό άχτι κιίμιχτχν ύποθιτίον. Βήλον Bi
1 ταντ' ϊ στα* η, Jcnkinson: ταντ* Ισται.
i.f. that all typx-s of proposition can be proved p*r im-postibili.
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that all the syllogisms can be effected by the second figure.®
XIII.	Similarly they can all be effected by means of the last figure. Let A be supposed not to apply to some B, but to apply to all C. Then A does not apply to some C. Then if this is impossible, it is false that A does not apply to some B, and so it is true that it applies to all. But if it is supposed to apply to none, although there will be a syllogism and an argument per impossibile, the proposition is not demonstrable ; for if the contrary hypothesis is adopted, we shall have the same result as before.6 This hypothesis must be chosen to prove that A applies to some B. For if A applies to no B, and C to some Β, A will not apply to all C. Then if this is false, it is true that A applies to some B.
When A applies to no B, let it be supposed to apply to some ; and let C also be assumed to apply to all B. Then A must apply to some C. But originally it applied to none ; and so it is false that A applies to some B. If A is supposed to apply to all B, the proposition is not demonstrable; this hypothesis must be chosen to prove that A does not apply to all. For if A applies to all B, and C to some Β, A applies to some C. But before this was not so ; therefore it is false that A applies to all Β ; and if this is so, it is true that it does not apply to all. But if it is supposed to apply to some, the result will be the same as those which we have described above.0
Thus it is evident that in all syllogisms per impossibile it is the contradictory assumption that must
6 62 a 28 ff.
c 61 b 39. The case is not treated separately under the second figure.
Reduction in the third figure. Affirmative propositions.
Negative
proposi-
tions.
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καί ότι έν τοι μέσοι σχηματι Bchcmnal πως τἀ καταφ*ιτικόν και «V τῷ ἐσκέτω τό καθόλου.
XIV.	Λιαὸν/κι ἡ ᾶς τὀ ἀδὑνατον άπόδαζις της eo Βίΐκτικής τω τιθέιαι ο βούλεται avaipctv άπάγουσα €ΐς όμολογούμ€\τ>ν φινΒος’ η Bi Βίικτικη άρχίται έζ όμολογονμέιχον θέσ<ων.Χ λαμβάνουσι μιν ουν άμφότ€ραι δάο προτάσιις όμολογουμένας· ἀλλ' ὑ μῖν <1ιι· ό συλλογισμός, ὴ 3ἐ μίαν μιν τούτων ω μιαν Bi τἡν άιτίφαοιν του συμιτιράοματος. και έι-θα μιν ούκ άιάγκη γιώριμον clvai τἀ συμπέ-paofia, ovBc προνπολαμβάκ ι ν ως Ιστιν η ου9 ἔνθα όε άιάγκη ώς ούκ έστιν. Οιαφέρ<ι δ* οι/δῖν φασι* η άττόφασιν ch·αι τό συμπέρασμα, ἀλλ' ομοίως όχα 7rcpl άμφοΐν.
*Απαν Bi τό Βακτικώς πιραινόμπον και δια του 40 αδι/νότου Be ιχθήσιται, και τό Βία του αδυνάτου δ€ΐκτικώς, Βία των αυτών όρων.% όταν μιν γαρ 6 ω1 συλλογισμός έν τω πρωτω σχηματι γένηται, τό άληθίς έσται έν τω μέσω η τῷ έσχάτψ, τό μέν στ<ρητικόν cv τω μέσω τό Be κατηγορικόν έν τῷ έσχάτω■ όταν Β* έν τώ μέσω ὐ 6 συλλογισμός# τό 5 αληθές έν τω πρωτω έπι πάντων των προβλημάτων·■ όταν Β* έν τω έσχάτιρ 6 συλλογισμός, τό αληθίς έν τω πρωτω και τω μέσω, τα. μέν καταφατικά έν τω πρωτω τα Be στιρητικά έν τω μέσψ.
Έστω γαρ BeBeιγμέιον τό Α μηΒ€νι η μη τταντι τω Β δια του πρώτου σχήματος, ονκοΰν η μέν ίο νπόθ€σις ήν τινι τω Β νπάρχιιν τό Α, τό δἐ Γ
1 Blattor αληθών Α.
* ορών. Α BC ι ορών, ονκ «V τοι; α «/τοιγ &4 σγήμασιν uolgo, 472
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be made. It is also clear that in a sense the affirmative proposition is demonstrable in the middle figure and the universal in the last figure.0
XIV. Proof per impossibile differs from Ostensive proof in that the former posits that which it intends to refute by reducing it to an admitted fallacy, whereas the latter proceeds from admitted positions. Both indeed assume two admitted premisses ; but whereas the latter assumes those from which the syllogism proceeds, the former assumes one of these and one which is the contradictory of the conclusion ; and in the latter the conclusion need not be known, nor need it be presupposed to be true or not ; but in the former it must be presupposed not to be true. It makes no difference, however, whether the conclusion is affirmative or negative ; the procedure is the same in both cases.
Every proposition which is established ostensively can also be proved per impossibile, and vice versa, by means of the same terms. For when the syllogism b is effected in the first figure, the truth c will appear in the middle or last figure : the negative in the middle and the affirmative in the last. When the syllogism is in the middle figure, the truth will appear in the first figure with respect to all propositions. When the syllogism is in the last figure, the truth will appear in the first or the middle : affirmative in the first, negative in the middle figure.
For example, let it be proved by the first figure that A applies to none, or does not apply to all, of B. Then the hypothesis was that A applies to some B,
α 62 a 23-37, b 5-9, 14-18.
6 i.e. the reduction ad impossibile. e i.e. the Ostensive syllogism.
Q
Proof per impossibile compared with Ostensive proof.
Reduction by Barbara direct proof by Baroco.
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ιλημβάνιτο τω μιν Α παντι ύπάρχιιν τῷ hi Β ovhivi’ ούτω γάρ όγίγνιτο 6 συλλογισμός και το αδύνατον. τούτο hi το μισόν σχήμα, ιί τἀ Ρ τῷ μιν Α παιτι τω hi Β μηδιι·ι ύπάρχιι* καί φαιτρόν ι κ τούτων οτ ι ουδοί τω Β ύπάρχι ι τἀ Α. ιι * Ομοίως hi και ι ϊ μη παντι δίδιικται ύπαρχον. Tj μιν γάρ ύπόθισίς tori παιτι ύπάρχιιν, τὸ δ« Γ ιλαμβάνιτο τ ψ μὶν Λ παντι τῷ hi Β ου παντι. και ιί στιρητικόν λαμβάιαιτο το ΓΛ ωσαύτως’ και γάρ ούτω γίγνιται το μισόν σχήμα.
ΙΙάΑιΓ διδιίχθω τινι ύπαρχον τῷ Β τἀ Α. η μιν ν> ούν ύπόθισίς μηδιι·ι ύπάρχιιν, τό hi Β ίλαμβάνΐτο παιτί τω Ι' ύπάρχιιν και το Α η παντι η τινι τῷ Γ· ούτω γάρ ΐσται το άδάκατου. τούτο hi το έσχατον σχήμα, 11 το Α και το Β παντι τω Ρ* και φανιρόν ικ τούτων ότι άι-άγκη το Α τινι τω Β ύπάρχιιν. ομοίως hi και ιι τινι τω Γ ληφθιιη ύπαρχον τό Β η το Α.
IIάλιν ο* τω μισώ σχηματι διδιίχθω τό Α παντι τω Β ύπαρχον. ούκονν η μεν ύπόθισίς ὖν μὴ τταιπι τω Β τό Λ ύπάρχιιν, ιίληιτται hi τό Α παντι τω Γ και τό Γ παντι τω Ι3· ούτω γάρ ιστοί τό άόύιπτον. τούτο hi τό πρώτον σχήμα, τό Α 80 παιτι τω Γ και τό Γ παιτι τω Β. ομοίως δἐ καί ιί τινι διδιικται ύπαρχον η piv γαρ ύπόθισίς ἡν μηδινι τω Β τό Λ ύπάρχιιν, ιίΧτμτται hi τό Α παντι τω Γ και τό Γ τινι τω Β. 11 hi στιρητικός ό συλλογισμός, η μεν ύπόθισίς τό Α τινι τω Β ύπάρχιιν, ιιληπται hi τό Α μηδι\Ί τω Γ και τό Γ S5 παντι τω Β, ώστε γίγνιται τό πρώτον σχήμα, και 11 μη καθόλου ό συλλογισμός, άλλα τό Α τινι τω Β δίδιικται μη ύπάρχιιν, ωσαύτως. ύπόθισίς μιν 474
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and C was assumed to apply to all A but to no Β ; this was how the syllogism and the argument per impossibile were effected. But this is the middle figure, if C applies to all A but to no Β ; and it is evident from these premisses that A applies to no B.
Similarly too if it has been proved not to apply to Ferio-all. The hypothesis is that it applies to all, and it CftSare· was assumed that C applies to all A but not to all B.
The same also holds supposing that CA is taken as negative ; for in this case too we get the middle figure.
Again, let it be proved that A applies to some B. Ceiarent-Then the hypothesis is that it applies to none, and ^Swami Β was assumed to apply to all C and A to all or some of C ; for it is in this way that the proof per impossibile will result. This is the last figure, if A and Β apply to all C ; and it is evident from these premisses that A must apply to some B. Similarly too supposing that Β or A is taken to apply to some C.
Again in the second figure let it be proved that A Baroco-applies to all B. Then the hypothesis was that A Barbara-does not apply to all B, and the assumptions were that A applies to all C and C to all Β ; for it is in this way that the proof per impossibile will result. This is the first figure, when A applies to all C and C to all B. Similarly too if A has been proved to apply to some B. The hypothesis was that A applies to no B, and the assumptions were that A applies to all C and C to some B. If the syllogism is negative, the hypothesis was that A applies to some B, and the assumptions were that A applies to no C and C to all B, so that we get the first figure. The same also holds if the syllogism is not universal, but it has been proved that A does not apply to some Β ; for the
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γάρ παντι τω Β τό Α ύπάρχέιν, ΰληπται 81 τά Α μηδένι τώ Γ και τό Γ τα·» τω Β* οΰτω γάρ τ6
πρώτον σχήμα.
Πάλιν ἐν τῷ τρίτω σχηματι δέδέίχθω το Α παντι τω Β ύπάρχιιν. ούκοΰν ἡ μῖν ύπόθέσις ήν μὴ Μ k παιτι τω Β τό Λ ύπάρχέιν, έΐληττται 81 το Γ παντι τω Β καί τό Λ παιτι τω Γ- ούτω γάρ έσται τἀ άὲννατον. τοῦτο 81 το πρώτον σχήμα, ωσαύτως 81 και έί Ιπί τινος ή άπόδέιξις' η μίν γάρ ύπόθέσις ι,μη&ι νι τω Β τό Α ύπάρχέιν, έ ιληττται 81 το Γ τινι τω Β και το Α παντι τω Γ. έί 81 στιρητικος 6 συλλογισμός, ύπόθέσις μίν το Α τινι τω 13 ύπάρχέιν, €Ιληττται 81 το Γ τφ μίν Α μηό€νί τψ 81 Β παντι· τούτο 81 το μέσον σχήμα, ομοίως 81 καί έί μη καθόλου η άπόδέιξις. ύπόθέσις μίν γάρ ίο εσται παιτι τω Β το Α ύπαρχέιν, f ιληττται 81 τά Γ τω μίν Α μηδένι τω 81 Β τινι' τοῦτο δἐ τά μέσον σχήμα.
Φανέρον ούν οτι διά των αυτών ορών καί δέΐκ-τικώς Ι στ ι δέΐκιάναχ τών προβλημάτων έκαστον
ϊ και διά τού ἀδιΛ·άτου].1 ομοίως 8* έσται και ΐέΐκτικών οιτων τών συλλογισμών έίς αδύνατον άπάγέιν ίν τοίς έίλημμύιοις όροις, όταν ή άντι-κέΐμένη πρότασις τω συμπέράσματι ληφθτ}. γι-γιονται γάρ οι αυτοί συλλογισμοί τοΐς δια της αντιστροφής, ώστ έύθύς ίχομεν και τά σχήματα δι’ ω ν έκαστον ἐσται. δήλον ούν ότι παν πρόβλημα *ο δέίκνυται κατ αμφοτόρους τούς τρόπους, 8ιά τε του άδιπάτου και δέΐκτικώς, και ούκ ένδέ'χέται χωρίζέσθαι τον Ιτέρον.
XV.	Έν ποιώ δἐ σχηματι έστιν έζ άντικέΐμάνων 1 καί . . . άδΐΛ-dτου οπν. AC, Waits.
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hypothesis was that A applies to all B, and the assumptions were that A applies to no C, and C to some Β ; for in this way we get the first figure.
Again in the third figure let it be proved that A applies to all B. Then the hypothesis was that A do’es not apply to all B, and the assumptions were that C applies to all Β and A to all C ; for it is in this way that the proof per impossibile will result ; and this is the first figure. The same also holds if the demonstration proves a particular conclusion, for then the hypothesis was that A applies to no Β, and the assumptions were that C applies to some Β and A to all C.
If the syllogism is negative, the hypothesis was that A applies to some B, and the assumptions were that C applies to no A but to all B. This is the middle figure. Similarly too if the demonstration proves a particular negative conclusion ; the hypothesis will be that A applies to all B, and the assumptions were that C applies to no A but to some B. This is the middle figure.
Thus it is evident that each of these propositions can also be proved ostensively by means of the same terms. Similarly too if the syllogisms are Ostensive it will be possible to employ reduction ad impossibile by using the terms already taken, if we assume the premiss which contradicts the conclusion. For we get the same syllogisms as we obtained by conversion; and so we have at once the very figures by which each one will be effected. It is clear, then, that every proposition can be proved in both ways, both per impossibile and ostensively ; and that neither method can be separated from the other.
XV.	In which figures we can and cannot draw a Conclusions
&	from
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προτάσεων συλλογίσασθαι καί tv ποιώ ούκ ϊστιν, ωΒ' εσται φανερόν, λίγω 5* άντικειμίνας that r> προτάσεις κατά μιν την λεξιν τίτταρας, οϊον τό παπί τω ονΒενί, και τό παντι τψ ον παντι, καί το τινι τω ονΒενί, και τό τινι τω ον τινι, κατ* αλήθειαν Bi τρεῖς· τό γάρ τινι τω ον τινι κατά την λ/(ιν άντίκειται μόι-ον. τούτων Β* εναντίας μιν τὸς καθόλου, τό παπί τω μηΒενί ΰπάρχειν (οἷον τὸ so πάσαν επιστήμην εΙι·αι σπονΒαίαν τῷ μηΒεμίαν that σπονΒαίαν), τάς δ* άλλα ς άντικειμΛνας.
Ει» μεν ο£ν τω πράττω σχηματι ονκ t<mv ίζ αντικειμει·ων προτάσεων σι·λλογισμος ovrt καταφατικός ovrt αποφατικός, καταφατικός μιν ότι άμφοτε'ρας δεῖ καταφατικός ειι·αι τός προτάσας, u αι δ* άιτικείμειαι φάσις *αι άπόφασις, στίρητικός Bi ότι αι μιν άντικείμε ναι τό αυτό τον αυτόν κατηγορονσι και άπαρνοΰνται, τό Β* tv τψ πράττψ μισόν ον λεγεται κατ* άμφοίν, ἀλλ’ ίκείνου μὲν άλλο άπαρνεΐται, αυτό Bi άλλου κατηγορεΐτοι * αιπ·αι 3* ονκ αντί* α vt αι.
ίο Έν Bi τω μεσω σχηματι καί ίκ των άντικει-μειχυν καί εκ των ίναιτίων Μίχεται γίγνεσθαι Μ» συλλογισμόν. έστω γάρ αγαθόν μεν Ιφ* οδ Α, επιστήμη Bi εφ' ου Β καί Γ. ει Βη πάσαν επι-στημην σπονΒαίαν ελαβε καί μηΒεμίαν, τό Α τω Β παντι υπάρχει και τω Γ ονΒενί, ώστε τὸ Β τω Γ ονΒενί· οιΒεμία άρα ι πίστη μη επιστήμη ἐστίν. b ομοίως Bi καί ti πάσαν λαβών σπονΒαίαν την ιατρικήν μη σπονΒαίαν ελαβε" τω μεν γάρ Β παντι τό Α τω Bi Γ ονΒενί, ώστε η τις Επιστήμη ονκ
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conclusion from opposite premisses will be evident from the following analysis.—I hold that there are four pairs of premisses which exhibit a verbal opposition, viz., ‘ applies to all ’ and ‘ applies to none ’; ‘ applies to all ’ and ‘ does not apply to all ’ ; ‘ applies to some ’ and ‘ applies to none ’; and ‘ applies to some ’ and ‘ does not apply to some ’ ; but only three of these are really opposed, because the opposition of 4 applies to some ’ and ‘ does not apply to some * is only verbal. Of these the universal premisses ‘ applies to all ’ and ‘ applies to none ’ {e.g., ‘ all knowledge is good ’ and ‘ no knowledge is good ’) are contrary ; the other two pairs are contradictory.
In the first figure, then, a syllogism from opposite premisses is impossible, whether it be affirmative or negative. An affirmative syllogism is impossible because to produce it both the premisses must be affirmative, and a pair of opposite premisses is composed of an affirmation and its negation. A negative syllogism is impossible because opposite premisses affirm and deny the same predicate of the same subject, and in the first figure the middle term is not predicated of both the others, but something else is denied of it while it is itself predicated of something else ; and the premisses thus formed are not opposed.
In the middle figure a syllogism may be obtained both from contradictory and from contrary premisses. For let A be ‘ good,’ and let Β and C be 4 science.’ Then if we assume that all science is good, and then that no science is good, A applies to all Β and to no C, so that Β applies to no C. Therefore no science is science. Similarly too if after assuming that all science is good we then assume that medicine is not good ; for A applies to all Β but to no C, so that the
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premisses.
First figure.
Second
figure.
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ΐσται t πιστή μη. καί (ϊ τῷ μιν Γ παντὶ τὸ Α τώ δ( Β μηδα·ι, (στι δἐ τό μεν Β όπιστημη τό δἐ ί1 ιατρική τό δἐ Α νπόληφις' ονδέμίαν γαρ (πιστήμην ίο νπόληφιν λαβών (ΐληφχ τινα (πιστήμην (ΐναι νπόληφιν. διαφόρα δι τοι! πάλαι τῷ (πι των όρων άντιστρόφ<σθαι· πρότερον μιν γαρ προς τω Β, νῦν δἐ προς τω Γ τό καταφατικόν, και αν β« καθολου η «τ(ρα πρότασις ωσαύτως* αει γαρ το μισόν toτιν ό από θατίρου μιν άποφατικώς Μγέται 11 κατο θατίρου δ< καταφατικώς.
"Ωστ* (νό(χ(ται ταιηηκιίμαα vtpalvtodai, πλήν ονκ ά<1 ονδϊ πάγιοί, άλλ’ (Q.v όντως (χη τα ὑπὸ τό μισόν ώστ η ταυτά tlvai ή όλον προς μέρος, άλλως δ’ αδιῬατο»" ου γαρ όσονται ονδαμως αι προτάσίις οντ* (ναντίαι οντ’ άιτικι ίμτναι. so Έν δἐ τω τρίτω σχήματι καταφατικός μὲν συλλογισμός οι&ποτ* (σται (ξ άντικ(ιμ£νων προ-τάσ(ων δια τὴν (ίρημόιην αιτίαν καί όπΐ του πριύτον σχήματος, άποφκιτικός δ* tσται, και καθόλου και μή καθόλου των όρων διτων. ΐστω γα,ρ όπιστήμη (φ' ου τό Β και Γ, ιατρική δ* (φ* οδ *5 Λ. cι ονν λάβοι πάσαν ιατρικήν ἐπιστήμην καί μΊ)δ(μίαν ιατρικήν (πιστήμην, το Β παντι τω Α (ΐληφέ και τό Ρ ovStvt, ώστ* ισται τις (πιστημη ονκ tπιστημη. ομοίως δι και αν μὴ καθόλου ληφθ]η ή ΒΛ* πρότασις· «ὶ γάρ (στι τις ιατρική €πιστήμη και πάλιν μηδέμία ιατρική (πιστημη, Μ σνμβαίνα (πιστήμην τινα μή thru (πιστήμην. (ισι δι καθόλου μιν των όρων λαμβανομόνων eναντίαι αι πρότασις, όάν δ* όν μόρα άτ(ρος άντικίίμααι.
1 Β V ABC, Waits ι Α Β uolgo.
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particular science of medicine will not be science.
Also if A applies to all C but to no B, and Β is science,
C medicine and A belief; for after assuming that no science is belief, we have now assumed that a particular science is belief. This differs from the former example in being converted in respect of its terms ; for in the former example the affirmative proposition was attached to B, but now it is attached to C. The same will still be true if the other premiss is not universal ; for the middle is always that which is stated negatively of one term and affirmatively of the other.
Thus it is possible to draw an inference from opposite premisses ; not always, however, nor under all conditions, but only if the relation of the terms included under the middle is that of identity or of whole to part. No other relation is possible ; otherwise the premisses will be in no sense either contrary or contradictory.
In the third figure there can never be an affirmative Third syllogism from opposite premisses, for the reason flgure* stated in the case of the first figure a ; but there can be a negative syllogism, whether the terms are universal or not. Let Β and C stand for science, and A for medicine. Supposing then that we assume that allmedicine is science, and that no medicine is science; then we have assumed that Β applies to all A, and C to no A, and therefore some science will not be science. Similarly too if the premiss BA which we assume is not universal ; for if some medicine is science, and again no medicine is science, it follows that some science is not science. The premisses are contrary if the terms assumed are universal, but contradictory if one term is particular.
e 63 b 33.
Q 2
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ν» S	» I	a	^	I λ Ι	ι	0	*
Αει ό< καται-οειν οτ ι αΚΧχτται μεν οιrrw τα άχτικάμίνα λαμβάναν, lurrrrfp ειπομτν πάσαν «i ίπιστημην σπονΟαίαν dial και πάλιν μηδ*μίαν η τινα μη σπουδαιαν {όπιρ ούκ (ΐωΰ( λανΰάν€ΐν), ίστι Si Si* άλλων (ρωτημάτων συλλογίσασΰαι θά-Τ(ρον, η ως (ν Ύοπικοΐς ίλόχ&η λαβεῖν.
Έττίί Si των καταφάσιων αί άντιθίσας τpet?, ίξαχώς συμβαίιτι τάιτικιίμα-α λα μ βάιτ ι ν, ἣ παντί «ο και μηόίνί, η παιτι και μη πακτι', η τινι *α1 μηόαά, 60 και τοΰτο άιτιστρίφαι ίπι τών ορών, olov το Α παιτι τω Β τώ Si Γ μηό<νι, η Τω Γ παντι τω Si Β μηόινι, η τω μίν παιτι τω Si μη παντί, καλ πάλιν τοΰτο άιτιστρίφαι κατά τοῖς όρους. ομοίως Si και ίπι του τρίτου σχήματος· ώσττ φαιτρόν * όσαχώς τε και €ν ποίοις σχημασιν ίνδ/χεται διὰ τών άιτικαμίνων προτάσ( ων γ(νόσΰαι συλλογισμόν.
Φαιδρόν Si και ότι (κ φ( vStuv μ ἐν Ιστιν άληθiς συλλογίσασΰαι, καθάπ(ρ (ίρητ αι π port ρο ν, €Κ Si τών άιτικ(ΐμίι·ων ούκ ίστιν αει γάρ (ναντίος ο ίο συλλογισμός γίγι·(ται τω πράγματι* οίον d ἔστιν ᾶγα0οι·, μη dial αγαθόν, η ιι ζωον, μη ζωον, δια το (ξ άιτιφάα(ως dvαι τόν συλλογισμόν και τους νποκ(ΐμ(ΐ·ονς όρους η τους αυτούς (ϊναι η τον μ*ν όλου τόν δἐ μίρος. όηλον Si καί ότι ἐν τοι? παρα-λογισμοΐς ooSiv κώλυα γίγνεσθαι της ύποθίσ(ως ι» άντίφασιν, olov d ίστι περιττόν, μη dvai πιριττόν (κ γάρ τών άντικαμόνων προτάσ(ων €ναντίος ἡν ὁ
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* Ch*. ii.-hr. supra.
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It should be observed that while we may assume the opposite propositions in the way described above, as we said that all science is good, and again that no science is good, or that some science is not good (in this case the contradiction is not usually overlooked), it is also possible to establish one of the propositions by means of further questions, or to assume it as we have described in the Topics:0
Since there are three forms of opposition to an Possible affirmative statement, it follows that there are six tions 'of" ways of assuming opposite propositions. The pre- opposite dicate can be said to apply to all and to none, or to premis8es* all and not to all, or to some and to none ; and each of these pairs can be converted in respect of its terms : e.git can be said that A applies to all Β but to no C, or to all C but to no Β, or to all of the former but not to all of the latter ; and this again can be converted in respect of its terms. Similarly too in the third figure.
Thus it is evident in how many ways and in which figures a syllogism can be effected by means of opposite premisses.
It is evident also that whereas we can draw a true Opposite inference from false premisses, as we have explained SnnotSyieid above,6 we cannot do so from opposite premisses ; for the resulting conclusion is always contrary to the fact: conc u e.g., if a thing is good, the inference is that it is not good, or if it is an animal, that it is not an animal.
This is because the syllogism proceeds from contradictory premisses, and the terms laid down are either the same or related as whole and part. It is clear also that in fallacious reasoning there is no reason why the result should not be the contradiction of the original hypothesis ; e.g., if the subject is odd, that it is not odd. For we have seen that the conclusion
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η ■	#	· %	ψ	9 r\	9	0	m
συλλογισμός' έάν ουν λαβή τοιαυτας, ίσται της ύποθέσιως αντίφασις.
Δεῖ δἐ κατανοιίν ότι ούτω μιν ούκ ἐστιν ἐναντία σνμττιρανασθαι έζ έιός συλλογισμού, ὧστ* είναι τἀ συμπέρασμα το μη οι* αγαθόν αγαθόν ἣ άλλο τι ?ο τοιοίττον, ἐάν μἡ είίῶς ὴ πρότασις τοιαύτη ληφθβ, όΐον παν ζώον λευκόν εα·αι *αι τῆ λευκόν, τόν O άνθρωπον ζάχ>ν ἀλλ* η π ρο σ λα β< ΐν δίϊ την άιτίφασιν (οϊον ότι πάσα έπιστημη ύπόληφις,ι <Γτα λαβεῖν ὁτι ἡ ιατρική έπιστημη μιν ἐστιν ούδίμια δ* ύπόληφις, *s atcnτι ρ οι ίλιγχοι γιγνοντα ι), ἡ «V διίο συλλογισμών ώστ€ δ* ὡι·αι «Υα»τία κατ’ ιιλήθίΐαν τα ειλημμένα ούκ ίστιν άλλον τρόπον η τούτον, καθάπερ €ψητοι πρότιρον.
XVI.	Τό δ* έν αρχή αίτιίσθαι καί λαμβάνωιν ϊ στ ι μέν, ώς έν γίνει Λαβεῖν, tv τω μη αποδιικνύναι so το προκιίμινον, τούτο δι έπισνμβαίνίΐ πολλαχώς' και γαρ 11 όλως μη συλλογίζεται, και tt δι* ayvto-στοτέρων η ομοίως άγιώστων, και ίί δια τῶν υστέρων τό πρότιρον’ η γαρ άπόδίίζις έκ πιστό· τέρων τί και προτέρω ν ἐστίν. τούτων μιν συν ουδέ ν έστι τό αιτιίσθαι τό έζ αρχής· ἀλλ* έπιι τα »5 μιν δι* αυτών πέφυκί γνωριζίσθαι τα δί δι άλλων (αι μιν γαρ άρχαι δι* αυτών, τα δ* υπό τάς αρχας δι* άλλωι·), όταν μη τό1 δι* αυτού γνωστόν δι αι'/τού
1 ίπτόληψις Βιη\ Wait*: ι—ολτΨ»{ «rei ονχ ό*ἀΑτΦ«ς uolgo.
* τό] τό μη nf, corr. cu.
• ί,ε. can produce an (aftirmAtivr) .vlf-contrmdictory conclusion. This has been shown to be impossible in the fir*t figure (63 b 83) and in the third (61 a £0), while the second figure cannot give an affirmative conclusion.
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resulting from opposite premisses is contrary to fact; therefore if we assume premisses of this kind, we shall obtain a contradiction of the original hypothesis.
It should be observed that it is not possible to infer a contra-contrary conclusions from a single syllogism so that cannot be the conclusion states that that which is not good is *nferred good, or any other similar contradiction (unless the premisses contradictory form goes back to the original premisses, inherent in e.g.,1 every animal is white and not white * and then one of them. ‘ man is an animal ’) ; we must either assume the contradictory statement as well, e.g., assume that all science is belief, and then that medicine is a science, but that no medicine is belief (as in the process of refutation) ; or we must draw our conclusions from two syllogisms. There is no other way, as we have said above, in which the assumptions can be truly contrary.0
XVI.	Begging or assuming the point at issue con- PetUw sists (to take the expression in its widest sense) in pri p failing to demonstrate the required proposition. But there are several other ways in which this may happen: for example, if the argument has not taken syllogistic form at all, or if the premisses are less well kno-vvii or no better known than the point to be proved, or if the prior is proved by the posterior ; for demonstration proceeds from premisses which are surer and prior.
None of these procedures is begging the point at issue.
Now some things are naturally knowable through themselves, and others through something else (for principles are knowable through themselves, while the examples which fall under the principles are knowable through something else) ; and when any one tries to prove by means of itself that which is not
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τις έπιχαρη δακι-ύναι, τοτ* * αίταται τἀ Οξ άρχης. τούτο ο (στι μιν οΰτω noiciv ωστ* (ύθύς άζιωσαι το προκιίμακ>ν, (νδόχιται hi και μ(ταβαντας ἐπ* ιο άλλα άττα των πιφυκότων hi* (Κ(ίι·ου h(ucwoBai ω» δια τούτων άποόακννναι τό (ζ άρχης, οἷον (Ι το Α δεικνὑοιτο δια του Β τό hi Β hia του Γ, τὸ δὲ Γ π(φυκός (ιη όιίκιυσϋαα διά τον Α* σνμβαινα γαρ αυτό hi* αυτού το Α δακι-νιαι τούς ουτω συλλογι-* ζομόνους. οττ(ρ ποιούσιν οι τάς παραλλήλους οίό-μινοι γράφι ιν λαι^άιονσι γαρ αυτοί (αυτους τοιαύτα λαμβάνοντ(ς α ούχ οΐόν Τ€ dnohrifaι μη ο ναών των παραλλήλων ωστ( σνμβαινα, τοίς ουτω συλλογιζομίνοις «κάστον cΙναι λεγιικ, (Ι (σαν (κάστον ούτω hi άπαν ίσται hi* αυτού γνωστόν ontp αδύνατον.
10 Ει οὐν τις άδηλον οντος ότι ομοίως hi και ότι τῷ Β, αίτοΙ Α, ούπω όήλον (ί τό (ν ά/>τῆ άπο0(ίκιτ>σι δῆλον* ου γαρ αρχή άποδ(ίξ(ως τό ομοίως άδηλον. (ί μόντοι τό Β προς τὸ Γ ούτως »» (χα ωστ( ταύτόν (ΐναι, η δῆλον ότι άντιστρόφουσιν, η υπαρχα VaTtpov νατεμω, το €ν αρχή αιταται. και γαρ αν ότι τω Β τό Α νπάρχα δι* (Κ(ίνων δακννοι, (ί αντίστροφοι- νυν hi τοῦτο κώλυα, αλλ* ούχ 6 τρόπος- d hi τούτο ποιοι, τό ιψημίνον αν ποιοι και άντιστρόφοι διά1 τριών, ωσαύτως hi καν
1 S«a] tiff λα C*.
τό Α νπάρχα τῷ Γ, Ιτο τω β νπάρχαν τό α<ταται# αλλ on ουκ
•	e.g., that the interior opposite angles arc equal, which depends upon the parallelism of the lirw*.
*	Sc. than the point to be proved.
*	».<·. a premiss ; cf. 53 a 3.	4 Sc. as gratis to species.
•	Assuming that H and C are not convertible.
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knowable by means of itself, then he is begging the point at issue. This may be done by directly postulating the proposition which is to be proved ; but we may also have recourse to some other propositions of a sort which are of their very nature proved by means of our proposition, and prove the point at issue by means of them : e.g., supposing that A is proved by Β and Β by C, and it is the nature of C to be proved by A ; for if anyone argues in this way it follows that he is proving A by means of itself. This is exactly what those persons do who think that they are drawing parallel lines ; for they do not realize that they are making assumptions a which cannot be proved unless the parallel lines exist. Thus it follows that those who argue in this way are saying that any given thing is so, if it is so. But on this principle everything will be self-evident; which is impossible.
Thus if it is uncertain whether A applies to C, and Petitio equally uncertain whether it applies to B, supposing wTen (i) that anyone claims that A applies to B, it is not yet jor clear whether he is begging the point at issue, but it is clear that he is not demonstrating it ; for that which is no less uncertain b is not the starting-point of demonstration.® If, however, the relation of Β to C is such that they are identical, or that they are clearly convertible, or that one applies to the other,d then he is begging the point at issue ; for he could also prove by these premisses, if he were to convert them, that A applies to B. As it is, the conditions e prevent this, although the method of argument does not. But if he were to do this, he would be doing what we have described/ and proving reciprocally by three propositions. So too supposing that he
1 65 a 1-4.
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r> €i τ δ Β τῷ Γ λαμβάνοι ιπτάρχίΐν, ομοίως άδηλο» ου και ti το Α, ούπω τδ δξ αρχής airtirai, ἀλλ* ονκ άπο&ιίκιικτιν. δάν δδ ταντδν ἡ τἀ Α και Β ἣ τω άιτιστρδφϊΐν η τω ίπισΟαι τω Β τό Α, ΤΟ ίξ αρχής αίτίϊται δια την αι/τἡν αιτίαν· τό γὲν ὲ£ άρχτ}ς τί δνναται ιΐρηται ημϊν, ότι τὸ δι* αὑτον is διικννναι τδ μη δι* αι/τοΰ δῆλον.
Εἰ ούν (στι τδ tv αρχή αιτίίσθαι τδ δι' αντοΰ δςικννναι τδ μη δι* αύτον δῆλον, τούτο δ* ἱστΙ τδ μη δίικννναι σταν ομοίως άδηλων δυτών τον δει-κιυμδιου και δι ου δείκτντα* η τψ ταντα τω αὐτῷ so η τω ταύτδν τοῖς αι/τοΐς νπάρχςιν, tv μιν τῷ μδσψ σχηματι και τρίτω άμφοτδρο>ς αν δνδ/χοιτο τδ δν αρχή αίτίΐσΰαι, tv δι καττγγορικίυ συλλογισμοί tv τε τω τρίτω και τω πρωτψ’ όταν δ* αποφατικούς, όταν τα αυτά άττό του αυτόν, καί ούχ ομοίως άμφότιραι αι προτάσίΐς (ωσαύτως δί καί tv τψ μισώ), διά τδ μη άιπιστρδφςιν τους ορούς κατά τούς αποφατικούς συλλογισμούς.
"Κστι δἐ τδ tv άρχη αίτΰσθαι (ν μιν ταΐς άπο· δίίξίσι τα κατ* άλήθίΐαν ούτως ίχοντα, ἐν δδ τοΐς διαλ€κτικοΐς τα κατά δόξαν.
XVII.	Τό δι. μη παρά τούτο συμβαίνωιν τδ ψίύδος, 6 πολλάκις tv τοΐς λόγοις ίίωθαμεν λφ/tiv,
•	HI b 31-3*.
*	i.e. cither in the minor or in th* major premia.
c Because the .voond figure dors not permit affirmative
syllogisms.
*	Sc. ' or the same predicate Is denied of identical subject».’
•	The terms of a negative prrmUs arc not convertible, and so the convertible terms must be tho*c of the affirmative 483
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should assume that Β applies to C, although this is no less uncertain than whether A does ; he is not yet begging the point at issue, but he is not demonstrating it. If, however, A and Β are identical, either because they are convertible or because A is a consequent of B, he is begging the point at issue, for the same reason as before ; for we have explained above ° that to beg the point at issue consists in proving by means of itself that which is not self-evident.
If, then, to beg the point at issue is to prove by means of itself that which is not self-evident ; i.e., failure to prove, when the proposition to be proved and that by which it is proved are equally uncertain, either because identical predicates apply to the same subject or because the same predicate applies to identical subjects : then in the middle and third figures the point at issue can be begged in either way b ; in affirmative syllogisms, however, it occurs only in the third and first figures.0 But when the syllogism is negative we have petitio principii when identical predicates are denied of the same subject/* and it does not occur in both premisses indifferently (and the same holds good of the middle figure), since the terms are not convertible in negative syllogisms.®
In demonstrations the point which is begged represents the true relation of the terms ; in dialectical arguments it represents the relation which is commonly accepted.
XVII.	The objection ‘ this is not the cause of the fallacy,’ which we are accustomed to use frequently
premiss ; therefore the petitio principii must be in the negative premiss. This whole section is involved and inaccurate. In point of fact petitio principii can occur (1) in Barbara (major and minor) and Celarent (major); (2) in Camestres (minor); (3) in Darapti and Felapton (major).
(2) the
minor
premiss
is no better
known
than the
conclusion.
How petitio principii occurs in the several figures.
‘ False Cause’: an objection
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«ο πρώτον μ*ν ἐστιν ἐν τοίς *ίς τό οὐ ένατον συλ· β6 b λογισ^ιοίς, όταν ττροί άντίφασιν ὑ τούτου ο ἐδ<ί-κνυτο τη *ις τό άόιήητον. ο«/τ« yap ἐνηφἡνα? ἐρεῖ τό οι) πήρα τοντο, άλλ* ση φ*νδος τι *ηθη τιΓη- ττ port ρο\·, οντ' ἐν τῇ δε ικννονση * ου γαμ τιθηαιν ο άιτιφησιν.1
"Κτι δ* ότα»* axaiptOfj τι δεικτικούς δια του ν ABF, 6 mV ῖστιι' ttrtiv ιός ου ττ α ρα το κιίμ<νον γεγίχηγται 6 συλλο·/ισμος. τό γόρ μη ττ α ρα τοῦτο γίγνεσθαι τότε λόγομεν όταν άχαιρεΟεντος τοντου μηδέν ἡττον πιραίχηται ό συλλογισμός, όπερ ούκ εστιν ἐν tchs δει/ΓΓιχοῖς·· άιαχρεθείσης γαρ της Οεσεως ονδ ο προς ταιτῆυ «*<7X01 συλλογισμός, φαν* ρο ν ουν οτι 10 ἐν τοῖς aV τό ά&ιί»«ιτσν λἐγεται το μη τταρα τοντο, καί όταν οντχος εχη προς τό άόυΐ'ατον ἡ εζ αργής ύπόΟεσις uhjt* και ο όσης και μη οόσης ταντης ovdtv ἡντον σνμβαίνειν το αδυχ·ατον.
Ό μ (ν ουν φαιτρο/τατος τ^κτπος ἐστι τοΰ μή τταρα την Θίσιν είναι τό φtΟδός όταν από τῆς νποΰεσειος ι ασνι·απτος ἣ από τα»ν μ/σιον προς το αδνι·ατον 6 συλλογισμός, όπιρειρηται και tv Ύοπικοΐς. τό γαρ τό αχ αίτιον ῶς αίτιον τιθε'ναι τοντο ί'στιε, οἷον *ί βουλόμεχος δεΐζαι ότι άσνμμετρος η διάμετρος επι-χειροίη τον Αψχννος Λόγον δεικχνναι, ώς ούκ Ιστι κινεΐσναι, καί ιις τοντο άπάγοι τό αδύνατον' οὐδα-so μάς γαρ οι·δαμη συιεχε'ς ἐστι το ψινδος τη φάσα
1 ό άττί+ηοι* Λ,Η*Οι* χ ο άττί^ασίΜ Β1: ὅ άττίφψχψ U*i ἐ
Λ1 : a.-r.^aot» Π : -rj* Αττ.ψαβι» mf.
•	Soph. ΚΙ. 167 b £1 ff.
1 ί.*. it i$ iUcpitimAtc to try to refute a hypothesis by reduction when the impossible conclusion doc· not depend upon that hvpothr«.i$.
*	C/. rhytirj, VI. lx. 239 b 10 Q.
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in our arguments, is met with primarily in syllogisms involving reduction ad impossibile ; it is there used to contradict the proposition which was being proved by reduction ad impossibile. For unless our opponent contradicts this he Mill not say ‘ this is not the cause of the fallacy ’ ; he Λνΐΐΐ protest that there was a false assumption in the earlier stages of the argument. Nor will he use the objection in an Ostensive proof, since in this one does not posit something which contradicts the conclusion.
Further, when something is refuted ostensively by-means of the terms Α, Β and C, it cannot be maintained that the syllogism does not depend upon the assumption ; because we only say that something is not the cause when even if it is refuted the syllogism is concluded none the less. This is not possible in Ostensive syllogisms ; for when the hypothesis is refuted the syllogism which is related to it will no longer hold good. Thus it is evident that the objection ‘ this is not the cause ’ is used in reduction ad impossibile when the original hypothesis is so related to the impossible conclusion that the latter results whether the hypothesis is valid or not.
The most obvious form in which the hypothesis is not the cause of the fallacy is when the syllogism proceeds from the middle terms to the impossible conclusion independently of the hypothesis, as we have described in the Topics.a This is to posit as a cause that which is no cause b ; as if someone wishing to prove that the diagonal of a square is incommensurable were to try to prove Zenos argument that motion is impossible,0 and were to use reduction ad impossibile to this end ; for there is no connexion in any way at all between the fallacy and the original
raised against proofs per impossibile.
It is not used against Ostensive proofs.
The
impossible conclusion may be (I) quite unconnected with the hypothesis,
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M b
τῆ αρχής, άλλος hi τρόπος ci σιηνχΐς μῖν cfy το αδύνατον ttj (moOcoci, μη μέντοι οι' (κάνην (τνμβαίιχη. τούτο γάρ (γχωρ<ΐ γτνίσύαι καί ἐττι τό άιω και (πι το κάτω λαμβάνονη τό αννιχίς, οΐον κ (ι τό Α τῷ Β κιίτα ι ύπαρχον τό hi Β τῷ Γ ΤΟ hi Γ τω Λ, τούτο hi (ίη φ<ύδος, τό Β τω Δ ύπάρ-χ* *ιν €ΐ γόρ αφαιρ€θ{ντος του Α μηδίν ήττον (map· χοι τό Β τῷ Γ καί τό Γ τω Λ, ονκ αν «Γη το όςνδος δια τἡν ί£ άρχῆ* ύπόθισιν. η πάλιν «Γ τις (πι τἀ cuhj λαμβάιοι τό συν*χ(ς, οΐον εἰ τἀ μεν Α τῷ Β *> τῷ Α τό H *αί τῷ E τό Ζ. φςνδος δ* <ῖς τὺ ύπάρχαν Τω Α τό Ζ· και γ·ἀρ οι/τα#ν οὐδὲν αν ἡττον εῖς τό αόιη·ατον avaipcOcitrrp* της αρχής (mo· Θίσιως.
’Λλλά δεῖ ττρον τοῖς ἐ( άρχῆν όρου? enrrafrrriy τἀ άδιη·ατον otVtu yap ίσται 5ui τὴν (modtoiv, οιον ὲνι μ ἐν τό *άτω λαμβάνοντι τἀ σννεῬῖς πρός τον κατηγορονμα·ον των όρων’ ει γάρ αδιήητον τἀ Α τιυ Α ύπάρχαν, άφαιριθ<ντος του Α οὲνέη tarai τό φ€νδος, «VI δἐ τό <inu>, ναὅ' οἱ κατηγορςΐταί' ει πὸρ τιρ Β μἡ (γχωρά τό Ζ ύπάρχαν, αφαιρ* Θ (ντος τού Β ούκίτι ῖοται τἀ ἀδἐνατον. ομοίως hi και «ο <ττ€ρητικών των συλλογισμών οντων.
66» Φανερόν ουν ότι του άδιατίτον μἡ πρός τοῖς ἐἔ άρχτ}ς όρους οντος ου παρά την θ*σιν σνμβαινα το φ(ΰδος. η ovh' ούτως act διά την ύπόθισιν (σταχ τό φίύδος’ και γάρ ci μη τω Β αλλά τῷ Κ κτιθη το 5 Α ύπάρχαν, τό he Κ τω Γ και τούτο τω Δ, *α1 ο vt ω μίνα τό άόύνατον ομοίως hi καί οτ» τό άνω
•	ucu working toward* or aw*y from the most unircrul
term.	· Sc. In the hypothesis.
•	i.e. that A applies to D.
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assertion. We have another form when the impossible conclusion is connected with the hypothesis, but does not follow because of it. This may occur whether one regards the connexion in the upward or in the downward direction,0 e.g., if A is assumed to apply to Β and Β to C and C to D, and it is false that Β applies to D ; for if when A is eliminated Β none the less applies to C and C to D, then the fallacy cannot be due to the original hypothesis. Or again, if one regards the connexion in the upward direction, e.g., if A applies to Β and E to A and F to E, and it is false that F applies to A; for in this case too the impossible conclusion will follow none the less if the original hypothesis is eliminated.
The impossible conclusion must be connected ^th the original terms, for then it will be due to the hypothesis. E-g·, if we are regarding the connexion in the downward direction, the impossible conclusion must be connected to the term which is the predicate.6 For if it is impossible that A should apply to D, when A is eliminated the fallacy will no longer exist. In the upward direction the connexion should be to the term of which the other is predicated.6 For if F cannot apply to B, when Β is eliminated the fallacy will no longer exist. Similarly too if the syllogisms are negative.
Thus it is evident that if the impossible conclusion is not related to the original terms, the fallacy is not due to the hypothesis. Indeed even when the conclusion is so related, the fallacy will not always be due to the hypothesis ; for supposing that A had been assumed to apply not to Β but to K, and Κ to C and C to D ; even so the impossible conclusion 0 remains. Similarly too if one takes the terms in the
493
or (2) connected with it, but not dependent upon it.
To avoid the objection of Falsi Cause the conclusion must proceed from the original premisses.
Even so the objection may sometimes be made,
AKISTOTLE
9 m	9	«	I 9	%	%	&	ι	»
λαμβάνοντι τους· ορούς, coot <ttci ton οντος και μι} 10 οντος τούτου συμβαίνει το αδι/»χιτον# oiwf ον ιιη παρἀ τὴν θέοιν. η το μη οντος τούτου μηδςν ήττον γιγνςοθαι το φεί'δος ονχ ουτω ληπτέον loot άλλου τιθιμένου συμβαινιιν το αδίΛ^ατον, αΑΛ όταν αφαιρεθέισος τούτου διά των λοιπών προτάσ€ων ταύτδ περαιιηται αδύνατον, έπιι ταὑτό yc φενδος ουμβαίvtiv δια πλιιόιχυν υποθιοιων ουδ4ν ίσως άτοπον, όΐον τα? παραλλήλους συμπιπταν και έ μιιζων έστιν η έισδς της έκτδς και <ι το τριγωιον ιι έχει πλείους όρΟάς όυεΐν.
XVIII.	Ό δέ ψςυδης λόγος γιγνεται παρά τδ πρώτον φεΰδος. η γάρ έκ των δύο προτάσεων η «V πλειόΐ'ων πάς ἐστι σνλλσ/ιομός. «ί μὲν ούν έκ των δύο, τούτων άιάγκη την έτέραν η και αμφο-to τέρας είναι φευδεϊς- έ£ αληθών γάρ ούκ ὴν φενδης συλλογισμός. ει δ* ι κ πλειόνων, οΐον το μιν Γ δῶ τών ΛΒ, ταΰτα δε δῶ τών ΛΕΖΗ, τούτων τι εσται τών έπάιω φενδος, και παρά τούτο ό λόγος* τἀ γαρ Α *αί Β δι* έκείνων περαίιοισαι- ώστ€ παρ* έκείνων τι συμβαίνει τδ συμπέρασμα και τδ φενδος. ss XIX. ΙΙμός δε τό μη κατασνλλογίζεσΰαι παρατηρητέον, δταν αι·εν τών συμπερασμάτων έρωτα
404
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upward direction ; so that since the impossible conclusion follows whether the original assumption holds or not, it cannot follow from the hypothesis. Probably the fact that when the assumption is eliminated the fallacy results none the less should be taken to mean, not that the impossible conclusion follows when some other assumption is made, but that when the original assumption is eliminated the same impossible conclusion results through the remaining premisses ; since presumably it is by no means incon- since the gruous that the same fallacy should follow from may^Slow* several hypotheses, e.g., that the impossible conclu- Jj™ more sion 4 parallel lines meet * should follow both on the hypothesis, hypothesis that the interior is greater than the exterior angle and on the hypothesis that the sum of the angles of a triangle is greater than tivo right angles.
XVIII.	Falsity in an argument rests on the first Falsity in false statement which the argument contains. Every ars«menta. syllogism is drawn from two or more premisses. Thus
if the false argument is drawn from tivo premisses, one or both of these must be false ; for we have seen a that a false conclusion cannot be drawn from true premisses ; but if it is drawn from more than two, e.g., if C is proved by means of A and Β and these by means of D, E, F and G, one of these higher propositions must be false, and must be the cause of the (falsity of the) argument; for A and Β are inferred by means of those propositions. Thus it is from some one of them that the conclusion, i.e. the fallacy, results.
XIX.	If we are to avoid having a syllogism con- Counter-structed against us when our opponent, without dis- how°toma: closing the conclusions, asks us to admit the grounds escape,
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τον λόγον, όπως μη So$rj 81ς ταντόν ίν ταΐς προ· τάσισιν, ίπιιόηπιρ ίομιν ότι άνιυ μισόν συλλογισμός ου γίγνιται, μισόν S' ϊ στ ι το πλιονάχις λιγόμινον. ως Si ό*ι προς ι κάστον συμπερασμό 60 τηριΐν τό μισόν, φανιρόν ίκ του ιίόίναι ποιον ίν ικάστω σχιμιατι όιικνυται. τούτο δ* ημάς ου λὐτεται δια τό ιιόίναι πώς ύπίχομιν τον λόγον.
Χρη δ’ όπιρ φνλάττισΰαι παραγγ4λλομ*ν άπο-κρινομίνονς, αυτούς ίττιχιιρονντας πιιράσΰαι λαν-»i θάνιιν. τούτο δ* ίσται πρώτον, ίαν τἀ συμπιρά· σματα μη προσυλλογιζωνται άλλ* ιίλημμίνων τών αναγκαίων άόηλα ὐ, «τι Si αν μἡ τἀ σνχιγγνς ίρωτη. άλλ* ότι μάλιστα άμισα.* οίον «στα* όίον σνμπιραίνισΟαι τό Α κατἀ τού Ζ* μίση Ι3ΓΔΕ. δεῖ ονν ι ρωτάν 11 τό Α τώ Β, «“αι πάλιν μη ti τό «ο Β τώ Γ, <1AA‘ ιί τό Δ τω E, κάπιιτα it τό Β τῷ Γ, •β k και οντω τἀ λοιπά, καν St* ίνός μ ίσον γίγνηται 6 συλλογισμός, <ζττό του μίσου άρχισΰαι· μάλιστα γαρ ἀν ο in’ω λανθάιοι τον άποκρινομινον.
XX.	Έττίΐ δ’ ιχομιν πότι και πώς ίχοντων τών a όρο»ν γιγνιται συλλογισμός, φανιρόν και ποτ ίσται και ποτ* ούκ ίσται ίλιγχος. πάντων μίν γαρ σνγχωρονμίνων η ίναλλαζ τιθιμίνων τών άπο-κρίσιων (olov της μιν αποφατικής της St κατο-
1 αμ*σα ΒΌ : τἀ μίση uolgt).
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of his argument, we must be careful that we do not grant him the same term twice over in the premisses ; since we know that without a middle term there cannot be a syllogism,0 and the middle term is that which occurs more than once. In what way we should watch for the middle term with reference to each conclusion is evident from our knowledge of what form the proof takes in each figure ; this will not escape us, because we know how we are maintaining the argument.
This same procedure against which we have been and howto warning students when they are on the defensive in them.7 argument they should try to adopt unobtrusively when they assume the offensive. This will be possible, firstly, if they avoid drawing the conclusions of preliminary syllogisms and leave them obscure, after making the necessary assumptions ; and secondly, if the points asked to be conceded are not closely associated, but are as far as possible unconnected by middle terms. E.glet it be required to establish that A is predicated of F, the middle terms being B, C, D and
E.	Then we should ask whether A applies to Β ; and next, not whether Β applies to C, but whether D applies to E, and then whether Β applies to C ; and so on with the remaining terms. If the syllogism is effected by means of one middle term, we should begin with the middle ; for in this way the effect of the concession will be least apparent.
XX. Since we comprehend when and with what Refutation, combinations of terms a syllogism results, it is evident also when refutation will or will not be possible. Refutation may take place whether all the propositions are conceded or the answers alternate (i.e. one being negative and one affirmative) ; for we have
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φατικής) ίγχωρ€ΐ γίγνκσθαι ίλc/χον ην γαρ συλλογισμός και οντιο και ίκ(ίνως ίχόντων των ορών ίο wot' ti τό κ€ιμινον €ιηχ Εναντίον τῷ σνμπιράσματι, ανάγκη γίγνεσθαι ίλιγγον 6 γαρ ίλ(γχος ανη-φάσ<ως συλλογισμός,	11 όί μηθιν σνγχωροιτο,
αδύνατον γίγνεσθαι ίλιγγοι" ον γαρ ἦν συλλογισμός , . . « · ·	*«? ·
παντων των ορών στερητικών οντων, ωστ ουο
ίλεγχος· 11 μιν γαρ ίλιγχος, ανάγκη συλλογισμόν Ιδ «Γυαι, συλλογισμού δ* 6ϊτος ούκ ανάγκη ίλιγγον, ωσαύτως δι καί ιι μηδιν τιϋιίη κατά την από-κρισιν ίν ολω- 6 γαρ αυτός ϊ στ αι διορισμός ίλιγγον και συλλογισμού.
XXI.	Σνμβαίν*ι δ’ ίνίοτι, καθάπερ ίν τη θίσει των όρων άπατώμιθα, και κατο την ύποληφι» 2° γίγνεσθαι την απάτην, οΓον 41 ίνόίχεταί τἀ αὐτο πλειοσι πρωτοις1 νπάρχειν, καί τό μιν λεληῦἐναι τινα και οΊισθαι μηδκν'ι ύπάρχειν, τό όί είόίναι. ίστω γαρ τό Α τω Β και τω Γ καθ* αυτά ύπαρχον, και ταῦτα παντι τω Λ ωσαύτως’ ει δὴ τῷ μιν Β τό Α παντι ο Γε ται νπάρχειν και τούτο τω Δ, τῷ ν> Γ τό Α μηόενι και τούτο τω Λ πανη, του αὑτον κατά ταιττόι' ίξει επιστήμην και άγνοιαν. πάλιν ει τις άπατηθιίη περί τα ίκ της αυτής συστοιχίας, οιον (ι τό Λ ύπάρχιι τω Β, τούτο δε τω Ρ καὶ το Γ τω Δ, υπολαμβάνω ι δε τό Α π α vt ι τῷ D ύπάρχ€ΐν so και πάλιν μηδενι τω Γ* άμα γαρ flat ται τ« καὶ ουχ ύποληφεται ύπαρχειν. άρ* ούν ονδεν άλλο άξιοι εκ
1 <*η mn*: $ uoljjo.
* r/twrotf] rpwrwt
• i.t. a syllaffism may have both prmmsca affirm* tire Of one affirmative and one negative.
► 41 b6.
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seen that a syllogism results both with the former and with the latter arrangement of terms.0 Hence if the admitted proposition is contrary to the conclusion, refutation must result, since refutation is a syllogism which proves the contradictory conclusion. If, however, nothing is conceded, refutation is impossible ; for we have seen b that when all the terms c are negative there is no syllogism, and therefore no refutation either. For refutation necessarily implies a syllogism, but a syllogism does not necessarily imply refutation. So too if the answer posits no universal relation ; for the same definition will apply to refutation as to syllogism.d
XXL Just as we are sometimes mistaken in setting How error out the terms, so it sometimes happens that a mistake judgements, occurs in our thought about them ; e.g., if the same predicate may apply to more than one subject immediately, and someone, knowing one subject, forgets the other and thinks that the predicate applies to none of it. For example, let A be applicable to Β Two and C per se, and let Β and C apply in the same way to all D. Then if he thinks that A applies to all of contrary Β and Β to D, but that A applies to no C and C applies thought· to all D, he will have kno\vledge and ignorance of the same thing in relation to the same thing. So again supposing that someone should be mistaken about terms in the same series,® e.g., if A applies to B,
Β to C and C to D, and should suppose that A applies to all Β but on the contrary to no C ; he will at the same time know that it applies and not think that it does so. Does he then actually profess, as a result *
*	i.e. both premisses.	d 41 b 6.
•	i.e. terms contained in the same genus and subordinate one to another. CL Bonitz, Index Arist. 736 b 33.
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τούτων "η ο ἐπίσταται, τοΰτο μη υπολαμβωίν€ΐν; ωπίσταται γάρ πως ότι το Α τῷ Γ ῶτάρχει τοθ Β, cui τῇ καθόλου τό κατο, μίμος, ωωττω ο πως ἐπίσταται, τοίττο όλα»? ά^ιοΓ /ι ἡ νπολαμβανωιν όπερ ἀδιη·ατοι*.
w Έπί δἐ του πρότωρον λωχθωιτος, ωί μη i* της αυτής συστοιχίας τό μισόν, καθ* ωκάτωρον μιν των μωσων αμφοτίρας τ ας προτάσεις ουκ ωγχωρω ι υπολαμβάνωιν, οΐον τό Α τω μιν Β παντι τφ Bi Γ μηδωνί, ταθτα δ* άμφότωρα παιτι τῷ Λ. συμβαίνωι γάρ η άπλως η ἐ ττ ί τι ὶκυτιβι' λαμβανωσΰ αι την «η πρωτην πρότασιν. ω ι γάρ ω τό Β υπάρχω ι, παντι tl λ τό Α υπολαμβάνω ι ύπάρχωιν, τό Β τῷ Δ οίδε, *αί ότι τῷ Δ τό Λ οΐδων ωστ* <ί πάλιν α» τἀ Γ μηδωνι οίω ται τό Α ύπάρχωιν, ω τό Β τιη ὐταρχει, τοάτιμ ου* οΐωται τό Α υπάρχω ι ν. τό 5ἐ παντι Oi0f.it ιον ω τό Β πάλιν τινι μη οΓεσῦαι φ τὸ Β ι) 6 απλώς η ωπί τι ω ια vt ιον ἐστίν.
Οὑπυ fit ν ονν ουκ ωνδωχωται ΰπολαβωιν καθ* ωκάτωρον δω την μιαν η κατά θάτωρον άμφοτωρας ουδών κωλύωι, οιον τό Α παιτι τω Β και τἀ Β τω Α, και πάλιν τό Α μηδωιι τω Γ. όμοια γάρ η τοιαυτη απάτη κόι ως άπατώμωθα πω pi τα ἐν μωρωι, ίο οΐον ωί τω Β παιτι τό Α υπάρχω ι τἀ δι Β τῷ Γ παιτι, τό Α παιτι τω Γ υπάρξω ι. ft ουν τις- oTBcv οτι τό Α ω τό Β υπάρχω ι παιτι, οΐδω και ότι τω Γ. άλλ' ουδών κωλύω ι άγνοεῖν τό Γ ότι ωστιν, οΐον ωι το μων Α δυο όρθα'ι τό δ* ωφ% ω Β τρίγωνον τό δ* 1
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of this, that he does not think that which he knows ? For he knows in a sense that A applies to C through B, as the particular applies to the universal; so that he professes not to think at all that which he in a sense knows ; which is impossible.
With regard to the first case which we mentioned,® where the middle term does not belong to the same series, it is impossible to think both the premisses with reference to each of the middle terms : e.g., to think that A applies to all Β but to no C, and that both the latter apply to all D ; for it follows that the first premiss is contrary, either wholly or in part, to the other. For if anyone supposes that A applies to all of that to which Β applies, and knows that Β applies to D, he knows also that A applies to D. Hence if, again, he thinks that A applies to none of that to which C applies, he does not think that A applies to some of that b to which Β applies. But to think that it applies to all of that to which Β applies, and then again to think that it does not apply to some of that to which Β applies, implies a contrariety, either absolute or partial.
Thus it is not possible to think in this way ; but there is no reason why one should not think one premiss with reference to each middle term, or both premisses with reference to one : e.g., think that A applies to all Β and Β to D, and again that A applies to no C. Such a mistake is similar to that which we make with respect to particular things. E.g., if A applies to all Β and Β to all C, A will apply to all C. Then if someone knows that A applies to all of that to which Β applies, he knows also that it applies to C. But there is no reason why he should not be ignorant that C exists : e.g., if A stands for ‘ two right angles,’
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It is impossible to hold opinions which are really contrary.
Error arises from failure to relate knowledge of the particular to knowledge of the universal.
ARISTOTLE
ιι ἐφ* * α» Ρ αισθητόν τρίγωνον ΰπολάβοι γάρ αν τις μη tlvaι τό Γ, (ίδως ότι τταν τρίγωνον fyci δι>ο ορθός, ωσθ* άμα (ΐσιται και αγνόηση ταύτόν. το γάρ (ίδόναι παν τρίγωχον στ ι 5ὑο ορθαϊς οἐχ άπλοι) ν ἐστί»', αλΛα τό μίν τψ τὴν καθόλου €χαν ίπιστημην το δι την καθ* ίκαστον. οΰτω μιν ονν ?ο ώ? τῇ κα^άλου οϊδι τό Γ ότι διίο όρθαι, ῶς δἐ τῇ κα0’ ῖναατον ου* υίδεν, αχττ’ ούχ ΐζα τάς ίναντίας.
'Ομοίως- δ< και ό tv τω M«Vum λόγος ότι η μάθησις άνάμνησις. ονδαμον γάρ σνμβσivtι προ-επίστασθαι το καθ* ϊ κάστον, άλλ* άμα τῇ όπαγωγη λαμβαι·αν την των κατά μίρος ιπιστημην tutratp 2i άχ-αγνωρίζοντας. twa γάρ (ύθυς Ια μ tv, οϊον ση δυο ορθαίς, tav ιίδώμ(ν on τρίγωνον, ομοίως 5ἐ καί €πι των άλλων.
Τῆ μίν ονν καθόλου θ(ωρονμ<ν τα tv ptptt, Τῆ δ* οικda ονκ ΐσμιν, ωστ* (νδιχίται καί άπατάσθαι π(ρΙ αυτά, πλην ονκ (χαχ-τίως, <χλλ* <χ«ιν μῖν την so καθόλου άπατάσθαι δι τη κατά μόρος.
'Ομοίως ονν και (*πι των προαρτημήων' ου γάρ Λ·αιΗία η κατά το μίαον απάτη τη κατά τον συλλογισμόν (πιστημη, ουδ* η καθ* (κάηρον τῶν
•	i.i. a pivrn draw intr or other rrprr*rnUtioa of a trianglr.
*	i.t. knou Irtlpr of the partlruUr object.
*	That is, thr universal rule may be rpoojrnlwd apart from $]Η*€Ϊα1 know of all the (karticuUr intUncr* of it. Ignorance of the latter l·» not incompatible with knowledge of the former.
4 Plato, Mtno 81. Thr point of thr comparison Is that on the Platonic view the study of particular* reawakens our latent knowledge of the umvrrsAl.
•	Sc. of immediate apprehension.
' 66 b 20-80.
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Β for ‘ triangle ’ and C for ‘ sensible triangle,’ α because a man might suppose that C does not exist, although he knows that every triangle has the sum of its angles equal to two right angles ; so that he will at once know and not know the same thing. For to know that every triangle has the sum of its angles equal to two right angles has more than one meaning ; it consists either in having universal or in having particular knowledge.b Thus by universal knowledge he knows that C is equal to two right angles, but he does not know it by particular knowledge ; and therefore his ignorance will not be contrary to his knowledge.0
Similarly too with the theory in the Menod that learning is recollection. For in no case do we find that we have previous knowledge of the individual, but we do find that in the process of induction we acquire knowledge of particular things just as though we could remember them ; for there are some things which we know immediately : e.g., if we know that X is a triangle we know that the sum of its angles is equal to two right angles. Similarly too in all other cases/
Thus whereas we observe particular things by universal knowledge, we do not know them by the knowledge peculiar to them. Hence it is possible to be mistaken about them, not because we have contrary knowledge about them, but because, although we have universal knowledge of them, we are mistaken in our particular knowledge.
Similarly too in the cases mentioned above/ The mistake with regard to the middle term is not contrary to the knowledge obtained by the syllogism, nor are the suppositions with regard to the two middle
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μέσων νπόληφις. ονόίν δἐ κωλώι ιιόότα *α! ότι το Α όλω τω Β ΰπάρχ€ΐ καί πάλιν τούτο τω Γ, w οιηθηναι μη νπάρχ€ιν το Α τω Ρ, οΐον on πάσα ημίονος άτοκος και αότη ημίονος oU σθαι kimiv ταντην’ ον γάρ έπίσταται ότι τό Α τῷ Γ μη OW· θ*ωρων τό καθ’ ἐκάπρον. ιΐκττε άηλον on και €1 τό μιν οΐό€ τό 8( μη oldtv άπατηθηστται· όπ€ρ έχουσιν αι καθόλου προς τἀ ς κατά μέρος έπιστημας.
67 b ονόίν γάρ των αισθητών ΐζω της αισθηοιως γςνό-μ€νον ίσμεν, οόδ* αν ησθημέιοι τνγχάι%υμ€ν, ti μὴ ως τω καθόλου και τω έχιιν rip' olxtiav έπιστημην, ἀλλ1 ονχ ως τω ένιργιίν. τό γάρ έπιστασθαι λέγεται τριχώς, η ως τη καθόλου η ως τη olxtig.
Β η ως τω έν<ργ<ΐν, ώστ€ και το ηπατησΰαι τοσ· αυταχώς.
Ούόίν ονν κωλνι ι και ιίδέικίΑ και τρτατησϋαι π<ρι ταυτό, πλην ούκ έναχτιως. όπιρ συμβαίνει και τῷ καθ' έκατέραν ιίόοτι την πρότασιν καί μἣ έπισκιμ· μένω πρότ€ρον· ύπολαμ^ίιων γάρ κν*ιν rfjv ἡμί-ιο ονον ούκ έχα την κατά τό έν*ργιΐν έπιστημην, οὑδ αύ δια την ύπόληφιν έι·αιτίαν απάτην τη ίπιστημη' συλλογισμός γάρ ή έι-αντία απάτη τη καθόλου.
Ό δ* νπολαμβάιων τό άγαθψ (Ιναι κακψ tlvai * 6
Λ We mav have knowledge of a p«rticuUr object which we have seen, but if we arc not now aware of the object we arc not exercising that knowlcdfrr.
6 This apparently means that If the error In qorstion wrre really contrary to the man’s knowledge, hr would here to know not only that all mules arc strrile but aUo that πο mule· are sterile, and his judgement that the particular mule b In foal would depend syllogistically upon the Utter premist. In 504
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terms contrary. There is no reason why a man who ^unc' knows both that A applies to the whole of Β and 1 again that Β applies to C should not think that A does not apply to C : e.g., if he knows that every mule is sterile, and that X is a mule, he may think that X is in foal ; because he does not comprehend that A applies to C, unless he considers both premisses in conjunction. Hence it is clear that he will also be mistaken if he knows the one but not the other ; and this is just the relation of universal to particular knowledge. For we do not know any object of sense when it occurs outside our sensation—not even if we have actually perceived it—except by universal knowledge together with the possession, but not the actuality," of the knowledge proper to that object.
For there are three ways in which we can be said to know an object : by universal knowledge ; by the knowledge proper to the object; and in actuality.
Hence we can be said to be mistaken in as many different ways.
Thus there is no reason why one should not both The error know and be mistaken about the same thing ; only contrary not in a contrary sense. Indeed this is just what toour^ happens in the case of the man who only knows the premisses in disjunction and has not previously considered the question ; for in supposing that the mule is in foal he does not possess actual knowledge, yet at the same time this supposition does not make his mistake contrary to his knowledge ; for the mistake contrary to knowledge of the universal is a syllogism.6
On the other hand he who thinks that the essence Real con-of good is the essence of bad will think that the same
reality, however, his error depends not upon syllogism but upon faulty perception.
R
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to αι'/το χ·πολτρΙι* * τ at ά'/αΰα* *h«u ^4 κ αχαι. €θται γάρ τό /in1 άγαθώ eli«u ἐφ’ οι* Λ, τἀ 3* *α*ῷ ttvai 15 ἐ<ἡ* ου Β, ττάλι»· δ* τό άγα&Ρ ὡ»<α* ίὰ* οὐ Ρ. ἐν«< ουν ταῦτοι* νπολημβάιιι το Β ναι το Γ, και ιΐναι το Γ τό H νπολήφιται, και πάλιν το Β το Α tlrai ωσαύτως, ώστ< καί το Γ τό Α. ωσπ<ρ yap 4i ἡν άληθις καθ' ου τό Γ το H καί καθ ον το Β ΤΟ Α, 2υ κ α ι κατ η τον Ι-* τό Α άληθις ἡ**, οι^τα» *τα! /nt τοθ νπολαμβάιιιν. ομοίως Si καί ἐπ» τον ilvaf ται/τοΰ γαρ οχτος τον Γ καί H, κ·α! τταλιΐ' τού Β και Α, και τό Γ τοι Λ ταντόν ήν ώστ* καί cm του όοζαζιιν ομοίως, άρ' ονν τοντο μιν άιαγκαίον, cl τις SaATtt τό πρώτον; άλλ' ίσως cKiivo φ·Γ·Οος, τύ ύπολαμ· 25 βάνιιν τινα κακία γΓ»*ιι τἀ αγηθώ ιΐναι, ft μἡ ·τατὰ σνμβιβηκός' πολλαχώς γαρ ·γχωρ4ι τοι#* vtro-λαμβάνιιν. όπια κίττιον Si τούτο β/λτιοτ.
XXII. Όταν δ* άιτιστρ<(£/Ύ) τα άκρα, ανάγκη και το μισόν άιτιστρΐφ* ιν προς άμ£ω. cl γαρ τ6 Α κατά τον Γ δια τον Β υπάρχω ι, «ί atrrurrpjjci 80 νπάρχιι, ώ τό Λ, τταιπϊ τό Ι', »ra* τἀ Β τω Α άντιστριφιι, και νπάρχιι, ω τό Α, hcuhi τἀ Β δια μισόν τον Γ, καί τό Γ τω Β άιτιστράφκι Sin μισόν του Α. καί ιπί τον μη νπάρχιιν ωσαύτως, olov €4 τό Β τω Γ νπάρχιι τώ Si Β τό Α μη νπάρχιι, ovSi τό Α τω Γ ονχ ίττάρξι ι. 11 S-η τό Β τω Α ἐνη-35 στριφιι, καί τό Γ τω Λ άιπιστρίφιι. ιστω γαρ τό
e There is no obvious rrfrrrncr c.ther hrrr or in I. fi.
*	The oblipation is not dischflry»ni in the Inffiral work*, but ef. Met. IV. (Γ) iv.
*	i.e. have the same extension ami so atc toterrhanft*b)e.
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thing is the essence of good and the essence of bad. must rest Let A stand for ‘ essence of good,’ Β for ‘ essence of Shippre-bad,’ and C again for ‘ essence of good.’ Then since he thinks Β and C to be identical, he will also think practically that C is B, and again in the same way that Β is A, incredlb1®· and therefore also that C is A (for just as we saw® that if Β is true of C and A of Β, A is also true of C, so it is in respect of thinking. Similarly too in respect of being ; for we have seen that if C and Β are identical and again Β and A are identical, C is also identical with A. Therefore the same holds in the case of opinion). Is this then a necessary consequence, if one grants the original assumption ? But presumably it is false that anyone should think that the essence of good is the essence of bad, except accidentally ; for there are several senses in which this may be thought. But we must consider this question in greater detail.6
XXII.	When the extreme terms are convertible,® Conversion the middle term must also be convertible with both (l/lfflrma-of them. For supposing that A applies as predicate ι!νθ 8^110· to C through B, if this relation is convertible and C 8 applies to all of that to which A applies, then Β is also convertible with A, and applies through C as middle term to all of that to which A applies ; and C is convertible with Β through A as middle term.d So too when the conclusion is negative ; e.g., if Β (2) Negative applies to C but A does not apply to B, neither willsy oglsms· A apply to C. Then if Β is convertible with A, C will also be convertible with A. For let Β not be appli-
d The syllogisms are as follows :
(a) BaA	(δ)	CaB	(o')	AaC
(δ) CaB	(o')	AaC	(a)	BaA
(c) CaA	(«')	AaB	(δ')	BaC
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Β μη ύπαρχον τῷ Λ* * ονό' α ρα το Γ· τmini γαρ τῷ Γ τό Β νπηρχκν. καί ci τω Β τἀ Ρ άνηστρίφ**, και τω Α1 άντιστριφα" καθ* ον γαρ άηακτος το Β, και τό Γ. και ci τ 6 Γ ττ ρος το Α ὼτκττρ/όςι. καὶ 68 % το Β* αντίστροφα [προς το Α].* ψ γαρ τἀ Β τὸ Γ, ω δἐ τό Λ τό Γ* ονχ υπήρχα, και μοι·ον τοῦτο άπο του σνμπιράσματος άρχιται, τα ο άλλα ονχ ομοίως και «Vt τού κατηγορικού συλλογισμού.
ΙΙάλιι* €ΐ το Α και το Β άιτιστ piφα και το Γ καὶ & τό Λ ωσαύτως, άπαντι &* ανάγκη το Α η το V υπήρχαν, και το Β καί Λ ούτως ΐξα Cttrrt ηαντι θατcpov υπήρχαν, inci γαρ ώ τό Α Τἀ Β, *04 ψ το Γ τό Δ, παπί δἐ τό Α η τό Γ καί ούχ αμα, φαιδρόν οτι και τἀ Β η το Α πακτ» και οἐχ αμα. οϊον ci το αγίνητον άφθαρτο* και το άφθαρτο* ίο άγάητον, ανάγκη τό γα·ομα·ον φθαρτόν καὶ τὸ φθαρτόν γιγονιναγ δι*ο γαρ συλλογισμοί σύγκανταΐ. πάλιν ci παντι μιν τό Α ἡ τό Β και τὸ Γ ἡ τὐ Δ, άμα Sc μη ικτάρχα, ci avTKJrpifci τἀ Α *βι τὺ Ρ, και το Β και το Λ άντιστρ<φ>α. α γὰρ τινι μὴ νπάρχα το H ω το Λ, δῆλον ὅτι τἀ Α ύπαρχα. ο
1 τω Α) τό Α .VIVcu: rl Λ τ· Π P*dui.
*	άιτκτΓρ<φ<ι, «ται τό Β) amtrrpj+u <··* τἀ Β>, *·2 τί Β
J enkinson.
* νρός τό Λ Γ, »ροκ τό Λ	η *u[>r* lincarn C* ι om. Oct.
4 τό Α, το Γ Α·Β\ Hiiloponus ΡmciuM τί Τ, τί A
A^'Cnn.f.
•	AeC may lx*	by · syllopiMn In Ctrarttm, but
cf. the following note.
*	It seems I χ-1 ter to krrp the **. reading τψ A than to accept ry Α τό Β on the authority of Pacius. Mb re*dinjr
requires a proof that no Λ i* Κ : an<i whrrraA hi* argument is generally condemned a.s too complicatrd, the syllogiun la
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cable to A; then neither will C be applicable, for Β was assumed to apply to all C.a Moreover, if C is convertible with B, it is also convertible with A ; for where Β is predicated of all, so too is C.b Again, if C is convertible in relation to A, so too is Β ; for C applies to that to which Β applies, but does not apply to that to which A applies. This is the only example which starts from the conclusion ; the others differ in this respect from the affirmative syllogism.
Again, if A and Β are convertible, and likewise Conversion C and D, and either A or C must apply to everything, Exhaustive Β and D must also be so related that one or the other aitema-applies to everything. For since Β applies to that to which A applies, and D to that to which C applies, and either A or C but not both at once must apply to everything : it is evident that either Β or D, but not both at once, must apply to everything. E.g., if the ungenerated is imperishable and the imperishable ungenerated, that which has been generated must be perishable, and that which is perishable must have been generated ; for we have here the product of two syllogisms.® Again, if either A or Β (but not both at once) applies to everything, and likewise either C or D, if A and C are convertible, so are Β and D. For if Β does not apply to something to which D applies,
Celarent offered by modern expositors only proves the converse, viz. that no Β is A. Hence although the proof which the ms. reading implies, that no A is C, is unattainable by syllogism, I am disposed to agree with Waitz and Maier that Aristotle bases his argument simply upon the interchangeability of the convertible terms Β and C. So in the next example also.
• Since this example illustrates the case which follows and not that which precedes it, either the text or Aristotle’s thought appears to be in disorder. Hence it is hard to say what the * two syllogisms * are ; but cf. the next note.
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ω·	%	t	# t · s mX
is δἐ τό A, και τό Γ* άντιστρόφχι yap9 oxrrt άμα το
Γ και Δ. τούτο δ* adiWro»·.
*Οταν δἐ τό Λ όλω τω Β καί τῷ Γ ντταρχη *βι μηδενός άλλου κατηγορήται, υπάρχω Si και το Β τταντι τω Γ, ανάγκη το Α και Β άντιστρΐφαν' <1Μ4 γάρ κατά μοι χον τών Β Γ λἐγ<τ α* το Α, κατηγθ~ *ο ρεΓται δἐ τό Β *αί α ντο αυτόν «ται τον F# φαντρόν οτι καθ' ων τἀ Λ «αι τό Β λιχθήοιται πάντων πΛὴν αυτου του Α.
ΙΙάλιν όταν τό Α και τό Β οὸνι τ<ρ» Γ ντταρχη, άντιστρόφη Si το Γ τῷ Β, ανάγκη το Α τταντι τω Β νττάρχαν «πει γάρ τται-τι τω Γ τἀ Α, τό &1 15 Γ τω Β διά τό άντιστρκφτιν, και τ6 Α ττοιπι τψ
Β νττάρζα.
Όταν Si δυοῖν όιτο*»· τἀ Α τον Β αιρςτωτίρον ὐ, όντα»ν αυτιχειμόχιΐν, και το Α τον F ὁοαντως, €ἰ αίρ(τώτ€ρα τα Λ Γ τών ΒΔ, τἀ Α τον Δ αίρςτω-τ(ρον. ομοίως γάρ διωκτόν τό Α *αι φκνκτόν το Β 90 (αντικείμενα γάρ), και τό Γ του Λ (wai γαρ ταῦτα εὑπὑπινται). «ί ονν τό Α τῶ Λ ομοίως αιρετόν, και το Β τῷ Γ φρυκτόν iκάπρον γάρ όκατάρψ ομοίως, φρυκτόν διωκτάτ ωστ€ και τἀ άμφω τα Α Γ τοι? 13 Α. €1Τ€1 Si μάλλον, ονχ οΐόν Τ< ομοίως· και γάρ α»· τἀ ΒΛ ομοίως ἡσαν. tt Si τό Δ roD Α αιρ£τώτ(ρον, και το Β τον Γ ῆττον φιυκτόν το Μ γάρ ελαττου τω όλάττονι άιτίκαται. αψ€Τώττρον Si το μεῖζον αγαθόν καί ϊλαττον κακόν η τό ίλαττον αγαθόν και μεῖζον* κακόν και τό άτταν άρα τό ΒΔ αίρ£τώτ€ρον τού Α Γ- νύν δ* ονκ Ζστιν. το Α άρα 510
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clearly A applies to it ; and if A applies, so does C, since they are convertible. Therefore C and D both apply at once ; but this is impossible.®
When A applies to the whole of Β and of C, and is predicated of nothing else, and Β also applies to all C, A and Β must be convertible. For since A is stated only of Β and C, and Β is predicated both of itself and of C, it is evident that Β will also be stated of all subjects of which A is stated, except A itself.
Again, when A and Β apply to the whole of C, and C is convertible with Β, A must apply to all B. For since A applies to all C, and C by conversion to B, A will also apply to all B.
When, of two opposite alternatives A and Β, A is preferable to B, and similarly D is preferable to C, if A and C together are preferable to Β and D together, A is preferable to D. For A is as much to be pursued as Β is to be avoided, since they are opposites ; and similarly \vith C and D, since they also are opposites. Then if A is as much to be chosen as D, Β is as much to be avoided as C ; since each is equally with each to be pursued or avoided respectively. Therefore the combination AC is equally desirable with the combination BD. But since AC is preferable, it cannot be equally desirable, for if so, BD would be equally desirable. And if D is preferable to Α, Β will also be less to be avoided than C ; for the lesser is opposed to the lesser extreme ; and the greater good and lesser evil will be preferable to the lesser good and greater evil. Therefore the combination BD will be preferable to AC. But in
° Sc. ‘ and therefore Β applies to all D. Similarly D applies to all B. Therefore Β and D are convertible.’
Other cases of conversion
Preferability of combinations of opposite alternatives.
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αίριτώτίρον τού Δ, και το Γ άρα τον Β ἡττοψ
φρυκτόν.
40 Εἰ δἡ ΐλοιτο πάς c> tfxov κατά. τον ςραντα τὁ Α το ούτως /χον (Τκτη χαρίζισθαι και τ6 μὴ χασιζς· σθαι το (φ* ου Γ, η το χαριζ<αθαι τἀ ἐφ* οὐ Δ <rol Μ ι τό μἡ τοιούτον ιΐι-ηι οΐον χηρίζισθαι τἀ ἐτ’ οὐ Β, όηλον ότι τό Λ τό τοιοΰτσ»· <Γ»ηι αιρκτωττρόν ίοπν ῆ τό χαρίσαοθαι.1 το ήρα φπλιίσθαι τῆς OwowritXC alptTwTf ρον *ατἀ τοι* ι ρωτά, μάλλον αρα 6 τρως ϊ ἐστι τῆς φιλίας η τον σνντιναι’ ιι μάλιστα τούτου, και τιλος τούτο, το αρα σνιτϊιαι η οι** εστιν όλα»? ἡ του ὸιΑ<ισῦαι ό·<κ»κ· *αι yap αι άλλαι €77ιθνμίαι και τίχιηι ούτως.*
XXIII. ΙΙώί μιν ονν ιχουσιν οι οροί κατο, τὸς άιτιστροφ>ας και το φκυκτότ*ροι ἡ αιρττωτιροι* ίο eh-αι, φαιτρόν στι &' ον μόνον οι διαλεκτικοί teal άποότικτικοί συλλογισμοί 6ια τῶν π ρος ψημένων γίγιονται σχημάτων, αΛΑΛ και ch ρητορικοί και άττλώς ητισονν ττίστις και η καθ* όττοιανοΟν μ4θ-ohov, ιν»' <ΐν €ιη λικτι'ον άπαιτα γαρ πισττνομκν η δια συλλογισμού η (ζ in αγωγής.
14	* Επαγωγή μιν οιη- ἐστι καί ο i( ίπαγωγης
συλλογισμός τό δια τού ιτ*ρον Θάτιρον άκρον τφ μίσω σνλλογίσασθαι, οίον 11 τών Α Γ μόσον τὸ Β, δια του Γ όιιξαι τό Λ τω Β ύπαρχον" ούτω γαρ ποιονμςθα τἀς ιπαγωγάς. οΐον ιστω τὸ Α μακροτο βίου, τό δ’ όφ% ω Β τό χολήν μη τχον, ἐφ’ φ Si Γ
1 χαρίζ(σθ<η Λ inf.	* o£ro*J ovrtm γ’Μττβι An1.
* φτυ*τ07ίρο« ν (V «τα* C) alprrt>rr<po* ABC ι vivrtwmpm ἡ φ<νκτ6τ<ρον nif, IWkkcr: aiprrJtrtpot η 4*i«rr»r«po* n*.
• For the distinction l*iwcro dialectical and drmomlra-
tive reasoning r/. 21 a ϊί.
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fact it is not. Therefore A is preferable to D, and therefore C is less to be avoided than B.
If then every lover under the influence of his love would prefer his beloved to be disposed to gratify him (A) without doing so (C), rather than gratify him (D) without being inclined to do so (B), clearly A —that the beloved should be so inclined—is preferable to the act of gratification. Therefore in love to have one’s affection returned is preferable to intercourse with the beloved. Therefore love aims at affection rather than at intercourse ; and if affection is the principal aim of love, it is also the end of love. Therefore intercourse is either not an end at all, or only with a view to receiving affection. The same principle, indeed, governs all other desires and arts.
XXIII.	It is evident, then, how the terms are ah conditioned as regards conversions and as represent- ““ Cached ing degrees of preferability and the reverse. We either by must now observe that not only dialectical a and o? by8lsm demonstrative syllogisms are effected by means ofinduction· the figures already described, but also rhetorical b syllogisms and in general every kind of mental conviction, whatever form it may take. For all our beliefs are formed either by means of syllogism or from induction.
Induction, or inductive reasoning, consists in estab- Rules for fishing a relation between one extreme term and the lnductl011· middle term by means of the other extreme ; e.g., if Β is the middle term of A and C, in proving by means of C that A applies to Β ; for this is how we effect inductions. E.g., let A stand for ‘ long-lived,’ Β for * that which has no bile * and C for the long-lived
6 For rhetorical arguments cf. An. Post. 71 a 9-11.
R 2
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τό καθ’ f κάστον μακρόβιος, οΐον άνθρωπος καί ίππος και ήμίονος. τ to όη Γ αλφ υπαρχιι τό Α* * παν yap το άχολον μακρόβιος? αλλά καί το 13, το μη €χον χολήν, παιπι ίπάρχιι Τψ Ρ. *1 ΟὔΤ άντιστρίφιι το Ι" τψ Β και μή νπιρτιίνςι τὸ μἐὰθν, 25 ανάγκη το Λ τ ίο Β ύπάρχιιν h/hiucrai γαρ ττρά· rtpov ότι αν hvo α ττ α τῷ α ύτψ ύπάρφβ και ιτ ρος θατιρον αυτών άιπιστρίφη το άκρον, ΟΤΙ Τψ ανη-στρίφοντι και θάτ<ρον ύπάρξιι τῶν κατήγορου· μίιχον. hit hi ιχχῖν τἀ Γ τἀ ίζ απάκτων τῶν καθ* ῖναστοι· σνγκιίμιiw ή yap ίπαγωγή 5ιά travrwv, so "\ίστι δ* ό τοιούτος συλλογισμός της πρώτης καί άμίαου προτάσιως* ὧν μἐν γαρ ίστι μισόν hia τον μισόν ό συλλογισμός, ῶν δἐ μή ἐστι, δ*' ιπαγωγης. και τρόπον τιι·ἀ άιτίκ€ΐται ή ίπαγωγή τῷ ιτυλ-λογισμώ’ 6 μεν γαρ hia του μίσον τό άκρον τψ *3 τ ρ ιτ ψ httta’voiv, ή hi Si α του τρίτον τό άκρον τῷ μ ίσιο, φυσά μιν oiV π port ρος και γιωριμώτίρος ό hia τον μισόν σΐ'λλογισμός, ήμίν h* όιαμγίστιρος 6 hia της ίπαγωγης.
XXIV. ΙΙαράδειγ/ια δ* ίστιν όταν τψ μίσψ ΤΟ άκρον ύπαρχον όιιχθή hia του όμοιου τψ τρίτῳ* 40 δεῖ δἐ και τό μισόν τψ τρίτψ και τὸ πρώτον τψ
1 war . . . μα* ρojtor «Q Mrludcndum t
*	Cf. /* Part. Animal. 670 * fO. 677 · 15-b iT
*	Ibis .statement U n prtitia princimi ; it U also irrrlrrmnt hcrr. and should protwiblv be excised.
*	Cf. Hitt. Animal. 506 n 20, H* Part. Animal. 676 b 26 ff.
4 i.t. B. which Is the middle term of the Ind or! km. In
the sentence which follows, Aristotle Κμ In mind (as Jrtikin-son points out) two syllnpwim ι one in DaraptJ (C*A—C«B, .·. HiA) and one—after the conrcr*ion of BC—In IWrbarm (CaA—BaC, IUA); but in these Β is still called the middle and C the extreme term.
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individuals such as man and horse and mule.® Then A applies to the whole of C [for every bileless animal is long-lived].b But B, ‘ not having bile,’ also applies to all C.c Then if C is convertible with B, i.e., if the middle term d is not wider in extension, A must apply to B. For it has been shown above e that if any two predicates apply to the same subject and the extreme is convertible with one of them, then the other predicate -will also apply to the one which is convertible. .We must, however, understand by C the sum of all the particular instances ; for it is by taking all of these into account that induction proceeds.
This kind of syllogism is concerned with the first or immediate premiss/ Where there is a middle term, the syllogism proceeds by means of the middle ; where there is not, it proceeds by induction. There is a sense in which induction is opposed to syllogism, for the latter shows by the middle term that the major extreme applies to the third, while the former shows by means of the third that the major extreme applies to the middle. Thus by nature the syllogism by means of the middle is prior and more knowable ; but syllogism by induction is more apparent to us.ff
XXIV.	We have an Example h when the major extreme is shown to be applicable to the middle term by means of a term similar to the third. It must be known both that the middle applies to the third term
e 68 a 21-25.
1 Induction supplies, without the aid of a middle term, the universal proposition which stands as major premiss for purposes of inference.
9 Because the abstract logical process is from universal to particular, but the human mind proceeds from particular to universal. Cf. Met. VII. (Z) iv. 1029 b 3-12.
* CL An. Post. 71 a 10, Rhet. 1356 b 3.
Induction
contrasted
with
syllogism.
Proof by Example.
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6μοι (ο γνώριμον iU-αι ύπαρχον. ο Ιον ιστω Τἀ Α 69» κακόν, τ6 δι Β πρό* * όμορον* αιαιρ*ισθαι πόλεμον, ίφ' ω δι Γ τό * Αθηναίου* προ* Θηβαίου*, τό δ <φ' ψ Λ Θηβαίον* προς Φω^Γί. ιαν οννβονλωμιθα διϊξαι οτ ι τό Θηβαίοι* πολιμ·ιν κακόν ίση, λη»-τίον ότι τό 77ρος τοι** όμορον* πολιμΛιν κακόν' & τούτου δι ττίστις ϊ κ των όμοιων, οίσν υτι Θηβαίοι* ό 77ρος Φα>κιί*. ιπιι ονν τό προ* τον* όμορατ* κακόν, τό δι προ* Θηβαίου* προ* ομθρον* «ττι» φανιρόν ότι τό προ* Θηβαίον* πολέμια? κακόν. οτι μιν oiV το Β τψ Ι και τω Α υπαρχιι φανιρθν (άμφιο γάρ ι στ ι προ* τον* όμορον* άνΟΐριίσΟαΐ ίο πόλεμον), και ότι τό Α τῷ Λ {Θηβαίοι* yap οι) ονιηινιγκιν ό πρό* (1·ωΜΚ πολιμος)' in Si ΤΟ Α τιό Β υπάρχω ι διά του Λ διιχθτρηται. τον αντον δι τρόπον καν 11 δια πλ* ιόιτυν των όμοιων ῆ ltitm* γιγι·οιτο τον μισόν προ* το άκρον.
Φανιρόν mV ότι το παράδιιγμά ιστιν οντι ω* 15 μι ρο* πρό* όλοι' οντ ι ω* όΧον προ* μ/ρο*, ἀλλ* ἐκ μόρο* πρό* μιρο*, όταν άμφιο μιν β ύπό ταύτό, yακόριμον δι θατιρον. και διαφκριι τη* ιπαγωγη* ότι η μιν ιζ απάντων των ατόμων τό άκρον ιδιι-κνυιν ύπάρχιιν τω μισιμ *cu πρό* τό άκρον ου σνιῇτττι τον συλλογισμόν, τό δι και σνναπτιι καί ονκ ι ξ απάντων διίκννσιν. to XXV. \\παγωγη δ’ ιστιν όταν τω μιν μισώ τό πρώτον δήλον β ύπαρχον τω δι ισχάτω τό μίσον άδηλον μιν, όμοίω* δι πιστόν η μάλλον τον σνμ·
•	Example proer«U neither (like indoctton I from particular to fpenmJ, nor (like *ylloei»m) r*c* r#m, bat from one co-ordinate particular to Another.
*	6$ b 27-29.
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and that the first applies to the term similar to the third. E.g., let A be ‘ bad,’ Β ‘ to make war on neighbours,’ C ‘ Athens against Thebes ’ and D ‘ Thebes against Phocis.’ Then if we require to prove that war against Thebes is bad, we must be satisfied that war against neighbours is bad. Evidence of this can be drawn from similar examples, e.g., that war by Thebes against Phocis is bad. Then since war against neighbours is bad, and war against Thebes is against neighbours, it is evident that war against Thebes is bad. Now it is evident that Β applies to C and D (for they are both examples of making war on neighbours), and A to D (since the war against Phocis did Thebes no good) ; but that A applies to Β will be proved by means of D. The same method will obtain supposing that our conviction that the middle term is related to the extreme is drawn from more than one similar term.
Thus it is evident that an example represents the Example relation, not of part to whole or of whole to part, but ^ithTyuS of one part to another, where both are subordinate to pm the same general term, and one of them is knowri.a ,n uc 10 It differs from induction in that the latter, as we saw,6 shows from an examination of all the individual cases that the (major) extreme applies to the middle, and does not connect the conclusion with the (minor) extreme ; whereas the example does connect itc and does not use all the individual cases for its proof.
XXV.	We have Reduction (1) when it is obvious Reduction that the first term applies to the middle, but that the ^ obtSnhi! middle applies to the last term is not obvious, yet greater nevertheless is more probable or not less probable certamty-than the conclusion ; or (2) if there are not many
c 69 a7.
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7ΐ€ρασματος, crc αν oAiya ή τα /ι/σα roC ίσχατου καί του μέσον' πάντως γη ρ έγγιπτρον that σνμ-βαίνει της έπισττ^μης. οίον Ιστία το Κ το διδακτόν, *'» ἐ<£’ οδ Β έπιστημη, το Γ δικαιοσύνη. ἡ μέν οὐκ έπιστημη ότι διδακτόν φαν«ρόν' η δ* άρ<τη tl έπιστημη άδηλον. ι! ον%· ομοίως η μάλλον πιστόν το Β Γ του Λ Γ, απαγωγή ἐστιν· έγγνηρον γαρ του ΙττΙστασθαχ διά τδ προσιιληφΗίαι, την Α Γ* ἐν»-στημην πρότκρον ούκ ῖχοντας.
•ο "II πάλιν tl ολίγα τἀ μέσα των ΒΓ* «ταὶ γάρ όντως έγγντ tpov τού ι ιδέναι. ο Ιον «ί το Δ «Γη Τ€τραγωνίζίσΰαι, το δ’ ἐφ* ω Κ ινθνγραμμον, το δ’ έφ' ω Ζ κύκλος· <ί τού Κ/, ῖν μόνον <1η μέσον, το μιτά μηνίσκων ίσον γίγκαθαι tύέΗτγράμμω τον κύκλον, έγγί*ς αν ιίη τον ιιόίιαι. όταν δέ μήη ν. πιστόπρον ὑ τἀ ΒΓ τοΰ Λ Γ μῆτ* ολίγα τα μέσα, ου λέγω απαγωγήν' ορό’ όταν άμ*σον ἡ τἀ Β Γ* έπιστημη */άρ τδ τοιοΰτον.
XXVI. Ἕι·στασι? δ’ ἐστι πρότασις πρόταση έναισία. διαφέρει δ< της προτασιως on Trjv μέν ένστασιν ένδέχιται tUai έπι μέρους, τἡν Bi πρό-β» b τασιν η δλως ούκ ἐνδεχεται η ούκ έν τοΐς καθολον σνλλογ ισμοϊς.
Φέρςται St η ίιχττασις δίχως και δια δυο σχημάτων, δίχως μιν ότι η κάκαλον η tv ptpti π αχ/a έιστασις, έκ 3ιό St σχημάτων οτι avriKtiptvai φέρονται τη πρόταση, τα δ' avnxtiptva tv τω
1 vpootiXr^ii-ai. την Λ Γ) τροοιιΑηέίνη* ttj ΑΓ τἡτ ΒΓ, Pacius, Tricot
• According to the theory of Hippncmtr» of Chios ι <f. Soph. Elench. 171 b Ιό.
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intermediate terms between the last and the middle ; for in all such cases the effect is to bring us nearer to knowledge. (1) E.g., let A stand for ‘ that which can be taught,’ Β for * knowledge ’ and C for ‘ morality.’
Then that knowledge can be taught is evident ; but whether virtue is knowledge is not clear. Then if BC is not less probable or is more probable than AC, we have reduction ; for we are nearer to knowledge for having introduced an additional term, whereas before we had no knowledge that AC is true.
(2) Or again we have reduction if there are not many intermediate terms between Β and C ; for in this case too we are brought nearer to knowledge.
E.g., suppose that D is ‘ to square,’ E 1 rectilinear figure * and F ‘ circle.’ Assuming that between E and F there is only one intermediate term—that the circle becomes equal to a rectilinear figure by means of lunules a—we should approximate to knowledge.
When, however, BC is not more probable than AC, or there are several intermediate terms, I do not use the expression ‘ reduction ’ ; nor when the proposition BC is immediate ; for such a statement implies knowledge.5
XXVI.	An objection is a premiss which is contrary Objection to another premiss. It differs from the premiss in deflned* that it may be particular, whereas the premiss either cannot be particular at all, or at least not in universal syllogisms.
An objection can be brought in two ways and in objections two figures : in two ways because every objection is particular or either universal or particular, and by two figures uniyeraai^ because objections are brought in opposition to the raisedln e
6 And therefore reduction, which is a method of approximation to knowledge, is out of place.
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19 b
ι πρώτω και τω τρίτω στῆμα τι π t ραίνονται μόνοις. όταν γαρ άζιώση παντι υπάρχω ιν9 όνιστάμ*θα ότι ουδενι ή ότι τινι οὐτ νπάρχίι* τοὐτα»»' W τό μίν /ιηδοΊ ἐκ του πρώτου στῆματοε, τὸ & τοΊ μὴ ἐκ του ἐσχέτον. οΓον ιστίο τό Α μίαν tlvai tw4-στημην, ἐφ* ω τό Β ίναιτία- προτιιναντος όή μίαν ίο είναι τών tin ιτ ίων Επιστήμην ή ότι όλως ονχ ἡ αυτή των avriKtιμιιχυν ίνίσταται, τἀ δ* bnvrla άιπικϊίμιιο, ώστt γίγαχται τό πρώτον σχήμα, ή ότι του γιχνστού και άγιώστου ου μία* τούτο W τό τρίτον κατά γόρ τον Γ, του γιηκττού καί αγνών στον, τό μιν i\-αιτία that άληθίς, τό 3ἐ μίαν αυτών ϋ ίπιστήμην thru tfttv&o?.
Πάλιν ίπι της στιρητικής προτάσίως ωσαύτως, άζιούιτος γόρ μή thni μίαν τῶν ί in vt ίων ή ότι πάντων τών άντικ€ΐμίι·ων η ότι τιΐών tin VT ίων ή aim) λόγομβν, olov νγι*ιιχ>ΰ και ιοσώόονς' τό μἑν ο υ ν πάντων <κ του πρώτον, τό hi rux2»v ἐκ του τρίτον σχήματος.
» Απλώς γάρ tv πάσι καθόλου μιν ίνιστάμοην ανάγκη προς τό καθόλου τών προτ11ιομίνων την άντίά>ασιν €ΐπ(ϊν· οΐον tt μή την αυτήν ά£ιο* τών ϊ μ vt ίων, πάντων ι [πάντα τών άντικςιμίνων μίαν {ο vt ω 5’ άιήγκη τό πρώτον thni σχήμα, μ ίσον γαρ γίγπται τό καθόλου προς τό t( άρχης)’ tv ptpti 15 δἐ, προς ό ἐστι καθόλου καθ' ου λἐνεται ἡ νρό·
• Because the second figure gives only oegatire coodtt·
sions ; 98 a 7.
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premiss, and opposites can be proved only in the first the first and third figures.® For when our opponent claims figures!”1 that the predicate applies to all of the subject, we ^®ction object that it applies to none, or does not apply to affirmative some. The former objection is brought by the first premiss’ figure, and the latter by the last. E.g., let A stand for ‘ to be one science/ and Β for ‘ contraries.’ Then when it is premised that there is one science of contraries, the objection is either (l) that the same science does not treat of opposites, and that contraries are opposites—so that the first figure results ; or (2) that there is not one science of the knowable and unknowable. This is the third figure ; for to state of C, viz. the knowable and unknowable, that they are contraries, is true; but to state that there is one science of them is false.
So again in the case of a negative premiss. When and to a it is claimed that there is not one science of con- pJSSss! traries, we reply either that all opposites or that some contraries, e.g., the healthy and the diseased, are studied by a single science. The former objection is raised by the first figure, and the latter by the third.
The general rule is that in all cases one who is Rules for raising a universal objection must state his contradic- ^'fve?sai tion with reference to the universal including the terms premised ; e.g., if it is claimed that the same science does not treat of contraries, he must maintain that there is one science of all opposites. In this way the first figure must result ; for the universal which includes the original term becomes the middle.
But when the objection is particular, the contradic-and tion must be stated with reference to the term which is Sjectfons. included by the subject of the premiss as a universal;
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τασις, οϊον γνοχττον και άγνωστου μὴ τὴν αὑτἡν* * τἀ γαρ (ι·αντια πα^όΑον πρός ταντα {teal γίγντται τό τρίτον σχήμα· μισόν γαρ τό ἐν μἑ/xι λαμβανό· ptvov, οϊον το γιωστόν καί τό άγικνστσν). ὦν γάρ «στι συλλαγίσασ^αι τοίναιπίον, ἐ* τοὑτα/ν καὶ eo ray εΥσταοει? €πιχ<ιρονμ*ν λόγον. διὸ καὶ ἐκ μόιχον τούτων των σχημάτων φ*ρομ€ν ἐν μάνας γάρ οι άιτικ<ίμ*νοι συλλογισμοί (διὰ γὰρ τοι» μόσου ούκ ὑν *αταὸατικακ).
Έτι δἐ καν λόγου Βόοιτο πλίίονος ὴ τοθ μισόν σχήματος, οϊον <1 μη όοίη το Α τῷ Β ύπάρ· χ€ΐν δια τό /ιἡ aKoXovOtiv αὑτῷ το Γ. τοῦτο πὸρ ν> δι* άλλα»υ προτάσεων όηλον ου 3«Γ δἀ εἰς άλλα €κτρόπ*σθαι την ίνστασιν, αλΑ’ «υῦῖς φαντράν ἡ(<ιν τὴν €τόραν πρότασιν. bio *αι τό σημαίαν 4.Κ μόιου τούτου τού σχήματος ονκ όσην.
*Κπισκ€7ττ€ον hi και πιρϊ των άλλων ὲντοοιωτ, οΐον TTtpl τών ἐν τον όναιτίον και του όμοιου καί 70» του κατά όόζαν, και *ι την <ν μόρ<ι ἐκ τοθ πρώτον η τὴν στερητικήν ίκ τον μισόν διη·ατὸν λαβεῖν.
XXVII.	Κιχος δἐ και σημόον ον τούτον εστιν, άλλα τό μιν είκός ἐστι πρότασις ό'όοζος' 6 γαρ ως ι ὲπΙ τό πολύ ΐσασιν ο Οτ ω γιγιόμειον η μη γιγνο· μενον η ον η μη ον, τ ούτ ἐστὶν είκος, ο ιον το μισεί ν τοῖς φθονονντας ὴ τό φιλείν τους ερωμένους· σημειον δἐ βούλεται ὡ-α ι πρότασις αποδεικτική
*	29 a 7
*	The arjnimrnt b: AnC—BcC, .·. BrA. But IhH depends upon the validity of the major AeC, which itedf needs proof.
*	Cf. 70 a 31 ff. The rrmjLrk U Irrelevant here.
- Cf. Rhtt. II. xTv.
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e.g., it must be stated that the science of the knowable and the unknowable is not the same, for these are included in contraries as a universal; and the third figure results, for the term which is assumed as particular, viz. the knowable and unknowable, becomes the middle. It is from the premisses from which it is possible to argue the contrary that we try to infer objections. Hence it is only by these figures that we try to raise them, because in these only are opposite syllogisms possible, since (as we saw °) an affirmative result cannot be obtained in the middle figure.
Moreover, an objection by the middle figure would require more argument; e.g., supposing that it were not granted that A applies to Β on the ground that C is not a consequent of B. This can be clearly shown by means of further premisses b ; but an objection ought not to pass on to other considerations, but to display its further premiss immediately. Hence also this is the only figure from which proof by signs c is impossible.
We must also consider the other forms of objection, viz. objections from contrary or similar cases, or from received opinion d ; and whether particular objections can be drawn from the first or negative objections from the second figure.*
XXVII. A probability is not the same as a sign. The former is a generally accepted premiss ; for that which people know to happen or not to happen, or to be or not to be, usually in a particular way, is a probability : e.g., that the envious are malevolent or that those who are loved are affectionate. A sign, however, means a demonstrative premiss which is neces-
* This question is, I believe, never discussed.
Difficulty of objection by the second figure.
A probability distinguished from a sign.
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αναγκαία rj ῖνόοὲνν ου yap οντος <ortv η oi ytvom μόνον πρότιρον η υστέραν γ<γον* τδ πράγμα, τούτο ίο σημιιόν ίστι τον γιγοιάναι η είναι.
Ενθύμημα μιν ονν /στ« συλλογισμός 1ξ ΐίκότων η σημείων, λαμβάιιται Si το σημίΐον^ τριχώς, όσαχώς και το μ ίσον tv τοι ς σχημαοιν ἣ γδρ ώς €V Tut πρώτω η ώς ἐν τ ip μύσιρ η ἐκ ἐν Ttp rpirto, οΐον τό μιν δ<ίξαι κι·ουσαν Suϊ το γάλα ϊχίΐν )κ ιι του πρώτου σχήματος * μισόν γαρ το γαλα ίγιν, ίφ' ώ το Α *ί*ιν, τὁ ΒἡγΛα ίχιιν, >γ>ἦ ἐφ ψ Γ. τό 8* 6τι οι σοφοί σπουδαίοι, 111 ττ αχ ος yap σττον-δαΐος, διά τού εσχάτου, ἐφ* ώ Α το σπουδαίου, ίφ' ω Β οι σοφοί, ίφ' ώ Ι' ΙΙιττακαὶ. αληθίς δὴ και τό Α καί τἀ H τον Γ κατηγορηοαι, πλην το ςτ» μἐν ου λίγονσι δια το ςιδιναι, το δί λημβανονσιν, το δι κ vt ιν ότι ώχρα δια τον μόσου αγήματος βούλεται thar inti πὸρ ίπιται ταῖς κνονσαις τδ ωχρόν, άκολονθιί Si και τούτη, δίδίϊχθαχ οιονται ότι #ciVi. τό ωχρόν ίφ ου το Α. τδ κντιν ίφ οὖ Β, γυιη ίφ* ου Ι'.
"Και· μιν ονν η μία λιχθη πρότασις, σημείο* ti γίγχιται μόνον, ίαν *αι tttpa προοληφθρ, συλλογισμός, οιον ότι Πίττα* ον ίλιυθίριος, οι γαρ φιλότιμοι ίλινθίριοι, Πίττα* ος Si φιλότιμος* ἣ πάλιν ότι οι σοφοί ᾶγαῦο», Ilirraxov yap αγαθός, άλλα και σοφός.
Oΰτω μιν ονν γιγνοιται συλλογισμοί, πλην δ μ4ν 90 δια τον πρώτου σχήματος άλυτος, αν αληθης ὑ (καθόλου γάρ ίστιι), ό Si δια τού εσχάτου λύσιμος.
• If rrferable to one phenomenon only, a fctrn h*A obpciire necessity « if to more than one, its value u * m*it er of opinion.
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sary or generally accepted.® That which coexists with something else, or before or after whose happening something else has happened, is a sign of that something’s having happened or being.
An enthymeme is a syllogism from probabilities or Enthy-signs ; and a sign can be taken in three Avays—in just ™ft3Tgns inSe as many ways as there are of taking the middle term the three in the several figures : either as in the first figure or gur as in the second or as in the third. E.g., the proof that a woman is pregnant because she has milk is by the first figure ; for the middle term is ‘ having milk.’
A stands for ‘ pregnant,' Β for ‘ having milk/ and C for ‘ woman.’ The proof that the wise are good because Pittacus was good is by the third figure. A stands for ‘ good,’ Β for ‘ the wise,’ and C for Pittacus.
Then it is true to predicate both A and Β of C ; only we do not state the latter, because we know it, whereas we formally assume the former. The proof that a woman is pregnant because she is sallow is intended to be by the middle figure ; for since sallo-wriess is a characteristic of women in pregnancy, and is associated with this particular woman, they suppose that she is proved to be pregnant. A stands for ‘ sallowness, ’ Β for * being pregnant ’ and C for ‘ woman.’
If only one premiss is stated, we get only a sign ; a sign may but if the other premiss is assumed as well, we get a [e8^io-d syllogism,6 e.g., that Pittacus is high-minded, because gism with those who love honour are high-minded, and Pittacus suppressed! loves honour; or again that the Avise are good, because Pittacus is good and also wise.
In this way syllogisms can be effected ; but whereas Refutability a syllogism in the first figure cannot be refuted if it ^tsfrom
is true, since it is universal, a syllogism in the last *igns in
the several
k Strictly an enthymeme.	figures.
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καν αληθές ὑ τό συμπέρασμα, 0* *4» τἀ μή <bai καθόλου μηδέ π ρος τό πράγμα τόν συλλογισμόν ου γαρ (Ι 11 ιττακός σπουδαίος, δια τοθτο και τους άλλου?	ανάγκη	σοφοί·?.	ό	hi διά τον	μέσον
υ σχήματος απ' καί πάιτως λιηιμος" ονδέποττ yap νίννεται συλλογισμός οισως ίνθιτοΛ· twv οριαν’
' /	,	,	,	,	%	,	ι	»	.1	«	.(	*
ου γαρ (ι ή κι·οι·σα ωχρά, ωγρα 04 και ηδτ, kxmiv ανάγκη ταντην. αληθές μιν ονν έν άπασιν ιτπαρζιι τοῖς σημέιοις,* διαφοράς ό* ιγονθι τός ΐιρημέιας.
70 b *1! όη oirraj διαιριτέον τό ση μ* Ιον, τούτων hi τό μέσον τικμι]ριον ληπτέον (τό γαρ τικμήριον το €ιδέναι ποιούν φασίν thru, τοιοντο δέ μάλιστα τ6 μέσον), ή τα μέν έκ τών άκριαν σημίΐα λςκτέον ι τό δ’ έκ τον μέσου τικμήριον ένδοξότατον γαρ και μάλιστα αληθές τό δι α τον πρώτον σχήματος, Ί ο δέ φικτιογχωμοιτΐν δυνατόν έστιν ει τις δίδω-σιν άμα μςταβάλλιιν τό σώμα *αί τὴν φυγήν ὅσα φυσικά έστι παθήματα (μαθών γαρ ίσως μουσικήν ίο μιταβέβληκέ τι την φυγήν, ἀΛΑ’ ον τών φυσά ὑμῖν έστι τούτο τό πάθος, αλλ* οΐον όργαι και έπιθυμίαι τών φνοίΐ κιιηήσςων). 11 δη τοντό τε δοθςίη καί έν ένός σημιιον ιΙι·αι, και δνιαίμιθα λαμβάνωιν το
1 σΐ7/ι<«ο«ς] σχήμασντ O, I*ariu* (?). Tricot.
*	If the signs of an rnthymrmc in the 6r%t ftprurc *rr true.
the concJusion is inevitable. Aristotle doe* not mran that the conclusion is universal, but that the unhrcrwditjr of the major nrymiss implirs the vnlklitv of th** minor and conclusion. The example (<ali> thn*r m ho lore honour, rtc.) quoted for the third fifrurc contain* no unircr**! prtmni or *ign, and fails to establish a universal concluMon.
*	ί.ε. when both premUvs arc affirmative.
*	Signs may be cJ ass ι tied as irrefutable (I *1 fijpirej ind 626
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figure can be refuted even if the conclusion is true, because the syllogism is neither universal nor relevant to our purpose.® For if Pittacus is good, it is not necessary for this reason that all other wise men are good. A syllogism in the middle figure is always and in every way refutable, since we never get a syllogism with the terms in this relation 6 ; for it does not necessarily follow, if a pregnant woman is sallow, and this woman is sallow, that she is pregnant. Thus truth can be found in all signs, but they differ in the ways which have been described.
We must either classify signs in this way, and regard their middle term as an index c (for the name 4 index * is given to that which causes us to know, and the middle term is especially of this nature), or describe the arguments drawn from the extremes d as 4 signs,’ and that which is drawn from the middle as an ‘ index.’ For the conclusion which is reached through the first figure is most generally accepted and most true.
It is possible to judge men’s character from their physical appearance, if one grants that body and soul change together in all natural affections. (No doubt after a man has learned music his soul has undergone a certain change, but this affection is not one which comes to us naturally ; I mean such affections as fits of anger or desires among natural excitements.) Supposing, then, this is granted, and also that there is one sign of one affection, and that we can recognize
refutable (2nd and 3rd figures), and the name ‘ index ’ may be attached to their middle terms, either in all figures or (more probably) only in the first, where the middle is distinctively middle.
d Alternatively the name ‘ sign ’ may be restricted to the 2nd and 3rd figures, and may be replaced by ‘ index ’ in the first.
Alternative uses of the names * sign ’ and ‘ index.
Use of signs in estimating character by appearance.
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ίδιον «Vcurrou γόννς νόθος και (Γημ4ιον, δι/νησό· μ(θα φνσιογιωμοιτιν. αι yap ἐστιν 3ιᾳ rm γόνα ιι ύπαρχον άτόμψ νόθος, οϊον τοι ς Χίονσw ὼδ/κία, ανάγκη και αημΑισν tlvai tv σνμνάσχΑΐν γαρ άλληΧοις ύνόκΑΐται. καί torut τούτο τἀ μςγάΧα τά ακρωτήρια ίχΑΐν ο και αΧ\ο*ς ύπάρχαν γόνςοι μὴ όΧοις ίι&Αχιτοι. τὸ γαρ σημΑιον όντως ίόιάν ἐστιν, ότι όλου γιιονς ΐόιόν ίστι το νόθος, και οὐ μόνον >.· ίδιο»·, ίοστΐΐρ 4ΐιΰθαμ<ν Χ/γτιν. ύνάρζΑι καί ἐν αΧλιμ γιΐΊΐ ταίηό, καί toται αιΧριΙος ό άνθρωπος και όΧ\ο τι ζψον. <(ιι αρα τό οημΑιον· tv γαρ Ανος ἡν. κ' το ίννν τα Οτ' όστί, καί όντηοόμιθα τοιαΰτα ση/ι<Γα σι·ΑΑ/fαι ίνι τούτων των ζψων & μόνον fv η νόθος ιχΑι τ» ίόιον, ίκαστον δ* *χ*ι σημκίον, tViiVtp €ν ίχιιν ανάγκη, όυνηαόμβθα φνοισγνωμονΑιν. #ἰ δἐ δί·ο ϊχ<ι Γ5«ι όλοι τό γό*χ>ς, οϊον ό Χιών α νό pf Ιον και μ<7αόθ7ΐ κόν, πώς γιωοομιθα νότΑρον ποτ Αρον σημιιον τῶν Ihiq. άκοΧονθούντων σημκίων; η (ἱ αλλω μη όλω rm όμφω, και Αν οίς μη όΧοις ίκἀ· to TApov, όταν τό μιν ίχη τό όΑ μή· Αι γαρ άνόρΑιος μίν αΧλιΘαριος $α μη, ίχκι των όνο τούι, δῆλον ότι και 4vl τού Χίοντος τούτο σημςίον της άνόρόιας, Ίνστι δἡ τό φνοιογιωμοιχΖν τψι Αν τψ νρωτψ οχηματι τό μισόν τω μιν πράττω αχ ρω άντνστρό-φ<ιν, τον 8α τρίτου vvipTtivtiv καί μη αντχοτρί-
1 τψ aim. Waits ι τό C ι rmx ccL
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the affection and sign proper to each class of creatures, we shall be able to judge character from physical appearance. For if a peculiar affection applies to any individual class, e.g., courage to lions, there must be some corresponding sign of it; for it has been assumed that body and soul are affected together. Let this be ‘ having large extremities.’ This may apply to other classes, but not as wholes ; for a sign is peculiar in the sense that the affection is peculiar to the class as a whole, and not to it alone, as we are accustomed to use the term. Thus the same affection will be found in another class also, and man or some other animal will be brave. Therefore he will have the sign ; for ex hypothesi there is one sign of one affection. If, then, this is so, and we can collate signs of this kind in the case of animals which have only one peculiar affection, and if each affection has a sign, since it necessarily has only one sign, we shall be able to judge their character by their appearance. But if the genus as a whole has two peculiar affections, e.g., if lions have courage and a readiness to share, how shall we decide which sign of those which are peculiarly associated with the genus belongs to which affection ? Probably if both affections are found in some other class not as a whole, that is, when of the classes in which each of them is found certain members possess one but not the other. For if a man is brave but not generous, and exhibits one of the two signs, clearly this will be the sign of courage in the lion as well.
Thus it is possible to judge character from the appearance in the first figure, provided that the middle term is convertible with the first extreme, but is wider in extension than the third term and not'
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τοι
φειν, olov tivhptta τ 6 Α, τἀ ακρωτήρια μ «γάλα εὁ* ου Β, τό Si Γ λ/ων. ώ 3ἡ τἀ Γ τὁ Β πβ»πί# άλλα καί άλλοις* ω hi το Β, τό Α παντὶ καὶ οὐ ττλίίοοιν, ἀλλ* αιπκττμεφει· «ί &ἐ μη, ον* ίσται tv ίνος ση μ* Ιον.
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convertible with it : e.g., if A stands for courage, Β for large extremities and C for lion. Then Β applies to all of that to which C applies, and also to others, whereas A applies to all that to which Β applies, and to no more, but is convertible with B. Otherwise there will not be one sign of one affection.
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no previous knowledge of i.s 67a22
Induction 42a3, 24, 67a23, 68bl4; )(syllogism 68b32; )( example 69a 16 ; uses all individual cases 68b28, 69al7
Intermediates 12a2, b28,13a7
Isosceles triangle 41bl4
Knowledge relative 8b3, Ila24,b27; ahabit8b29; object of k. prior to k. itself 7b23 ; k. and thought 66b29 ; universal, particular, actual 67al7, b4
Likeness peculiar to quality llal5
Line continuous 5al ; parts of ib. 17
Ix)ve 68a39
Lunules 69a33
Major term, in first figure 26a21 ; in second 26b37 ; in third 2 8a 13. See Term
Meno quoted 67a21
Miccalus 47bS0
Middle term, in first figure 25b35 ; in second 26b36 ; in third 28al2 ; function of 41a3, 47a38-bl4, cf. 44b40 ; necessary for syllogism 66a28
Minor term, in first figure 26a22 ; in second 26b38 ; in third 28al4
Motion Cat. xiv. ; kinds of 15al3
Natural 32b7, 16; affections 70b8
Necessary events 18b6, IS, 19a 18 ; contradictory of ‘ it is n.’ Int. xii., xiii. ; n. and actual 23a21 ; n. inference 24bl9,26a3,47a23, 53bl8, 57a40, 62al2 ; no n. inference from one assumption 34a 17, 40b35, 53bl6 ; n. )( impossible 22b4 ; )( possible 22bll, 29,	23al7,	32al8, 28,
S3bl6, 21,27, 37aio, b9, 38a35, cf. 32a20 ; relative necessity 30b32. See Apo-deictic
Negation )( affirmation 11M9, 13a37, b2, 21, 34 ; a simple proposition 17a9, 25, 62a 13 ; contradictory APr. I. xlvi.
None, to be predicated of 24b30, 25b40, 26a27. See All
Non propter hoc; see False Cause
Noun 16al, 13, Int. ii.; simple )( composite n. \6a22, b32 ; indefinite n. 16a30, 19b8 ; cases of n.s 16a33 ; )( verb 16b8, 19 ; )( expression 17al7; as subject 19b6
Number 4b23, 30
Objection APr. II. xxvi.; )( premiss 69a37; not raised in second figure 69b30. See False Cause
Odd and even numbers 41a27, 50a37
Opposition discussed Cat. x.; of relatives, contraries, privative and positive, 537
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24a22-bl2; assertoric, apodeictic,	problematic
25a 1 ; affirmative, negative ib. 2 ; two required for syllogism 40b36, 42aS2, 44b6, cL 53b20, 66a 17 ; one must be affirmative 41a6 ; one must be universal, ib.; one must be of same mode as conclusion 41b27 ; selection of p.s 43b 1, 47a 10. See Starting-point
Priority, four (five) senses of, Cat. xii.
Privation and opposition, llbl8; privatives )( positives 12a26-13a36, 52al5 Probability 70a3 Problematic )( apodeictic and assertoric premisses 25a 1 ; p. syllogisms APr. I. xiii., xiv., xvii., xx. ; p.-assertoric syllogisms ib. xv., 36b29, xviii., 39a7, xxi.; p.-apodeictic syllogisms ib. xvi., 36b31, xix., 39a8, xxii. ; conversion 32a29, 36b35, 37a33 ; selection of terms for p. syllogisms 45b29 Proof, Ostensive )( hypothetical 40b25, see Demonstration ; p. per im-possibile, see Hypothetical, Reduction Property 43b2
Proposition 16a2, 17a2, Int. V. ; contains truth and falsity 17a3; simple, single )( composite, many 17a8, 15, 20, 20b 13 ; requires verb or tense 17a9 ; con-
trary 17b4, 20-18al2 ; contradictory 17a25-37, bl7 ; universal, particular, indefinite 17b2-16. See Premiss
Prosyllogism 42b5
Quality, a category lb26, 29; discussed Cat. viii.; qu. and habit or disposition 8b27 ; and contrariety 10b 12 ; and natural capacity 9al4 ; and affection 9a28, bl2, 10a9 ; and form or figure 10a 11 ; and contrariety 10bl2; and degree 10b26, llal4 ; and likeness llal5; and relation lla20, 36
Quantification of predicate 43b 17
Quantity, a category lb26, 2.8 ; discussed Cat. vi. ; discrete )( continuous 4b20 ; has parts 5a 15 ; secondary or accidental 5a39 ; has no contrary 5b 11, 30; )( relation 5bl6; and equality 6a26
Reciprocal proof, APr. II. v.-vii., cf. 65al9
Recollection 67a22
Reduction APr. II. xxv. ; ad impossibile 27al4, 28aT, 23, 29, bl4, 17, 29a35, b5, 34a3, 36, b2, 22, 35a40 (36al), 36al0, 22, 36, 37a9, 35, 38a22, 39b32, 41a22, 46a23-46a2, 50a29, APr. II. xi.-xiv., a kind of hypothetical proof 40b26;	)(
conversion 61a 18 ; )( os-
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celestial movers 23a24 ; secondary = species or genus 2aϊ 4, b7, not present in a subject 3a9 ; whether relative 8a 13; s. and differentia predicated uni-vocally 3a33 ; demonstration of 46a36
Syllogism defined 24bl8; )( demonstration 24a28, 25b29 ; perfect )( imperfect s. 24b22,25b35,26b29, 27al6,	28a4,	29al5, 30,
33a20, 34al, 42a33 ; valid s. 27a2, 28al6, 41b33; hypothetical 40b27, 41a38, 45bl5, 50al6-b4; all s. reducible to first figure 41b3 ; general rules of s. APr. I. xxiv., xxv.; construction of ib. xxvii., xxviii. ; and logical necessity 47a23-bl6 ; apparent or faulty s. APr. I. xxxiii.,
xxxiv.	; )(induction 68b32
Tense 16bl7
Term defined 24b 16 ; one term must be positive 41b6; three terms only in demonstration 41b36-42a31, 44b6, cf. 53bl9 ; faults in setting out APr. I. xxxiv.; not always expressible in one word ib.
xxxv.	; may occur in oblique cases ib. xxxvi. ; duplicated or qualified t.s ib. xxxviii.; substitution of 49b3; t.s in same series 66b27. See Major, Middle, Minor, Premiss
Thebes 69a 1
Third figure, relation of terms in 28al0; gives no universal conclusions 29al6, 59bl5; syllogisms (assertoric) APr. I. vi., 29b19, (apodeictic) 30a7, (apodeictic - assertoric) APr. I. xi., (problematic) xx., (assertoric - problematic) xxi., (apodeictic-problematic) xxii. ; true conclusions from false premisses in ib. II. iv.; circular proof in ib. vii. ; conversion of syllogisms in ib. x. ; syllogisms from opposite premisses in 64a20 ; objections in 69bl ; signs in 70al3, 16
Time, a category lb26, 2a2 ; continuous oa6 ; parts of ib. 26; relative llblO; priority in 14a27
Topics quoted 20b26, 24bl2
Tragelaphos 16al6; see Unicorn
Transposition of subject and predicate 20b 1
Truth and falsity depend on combination 2a7, 13b 10, 16al0,17, 18a26 ; in contradiction 17b23, cf. 13b2 ; and contrariety 13b 13, 23b27, 24b6 ; in propositions 17a3, 19a33, 23a38 ; and past and present 18a28 ; and future ib. 33 ; truth self-consistent 47a8 ; no false conclusion from true premisses 53b7, 11 ; true conclusions from false 541
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